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EVALUATION OF EXPEDITED SERVICE
IN THE FOOD STAMP PROGRAM

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Background

This study was designed to provide basic nationally valid data about expedited service in
the Food Stamp Program (FSP). It includes descriptions of the numbers and
characteristics of households receiving expedited service, how local offices process
expedited cases, and the error proneness of expedited cases. It also analyzes the effects
of two legislated changes: new eligibility requirements and processing time standards for
expedited service.

Expedited service, which began in March 1979, provides accelerated processing of food
stamp applications for households that meet income requirements indicative of an urgent
need for assistance. Under the original expedited service provisions, food stamps were to
be issued within three working days to applicant households with zero net monthly
income. In order to meet the three working day limit, normal verification (except for
identity and residency) could be postponed. However, in order to continue receiving food
stamps beyond the initial month, a household had to complete the postponed verification
requirements.

The Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1982 (OBRA'82) made a number of changes in
expedited service provisions. These changes were intended to reduce administrative
burden and target the program to those most in need. Specifically, the new regulations,
which were implemented February 1, 1983, extended the processing time for expedited
service from three working days to five calendar days. The eligibility criteria for
expedited service were tightened by replacing the previous zero net income test with
criteria limiting eligibility to households whose monthly gross income was less than $130
and whose liquid assets (cash-on-hand, checking or savings accounts) did not exceed
$100. The OBRA'82 legislation required verification of identity and residency, if
possible. It also placed new emphasis on verification of income and liquid resources--to
the extent practical within the five calendar clay limit.

Research Design

The majority of the study findings, numbers and characteristics of expedited households
and effects of OBRA'82 legislative changes, are based on data collected from food stamp
casefiles. A nationally representative sample of 23,782 casefiles was selected from 60
local food stamp offices stratified by geographic region (East, Midwest, South and West)
and office size (large, medium and small). Data on participation and application status
(expedited or regular) were collected from each of the 25,782 casefiles. A stratified
random subsample of 3,28t_ casefiles was then selected. All household and administrative
characteristic data were collected from this subsample of casefiles. This subsample was
stratified on the basis of application status (expedited or regular) and application time
period (October 1981 through _lanuary 1983 or February 1983 through May 198_h These
application time periods are the 16 months before and after the implementation of the
OBRA'82 legislative changes in expedited service provisions and are referred to as Pre
and Post-OBRA'82.
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Additional data on processing expedited cases were collected in the same 60 local food
stamp offices from a separate sample of 3,q27 casefiles of households that applied for
benefits in 3uly 19g#. A random subsample of 950 of these 3uly 19g_ cases was then
selected for quality control (QC) field reviews in order to produce data to calculate error
rates. Finally, interviews were conducted with State FSP officials, and questionnaire
data were collected from officials and eligibility workers at local welfare offices in
order to gain their perspective on features of expedited service.

Receipt of Expedited Service

Approximately 34.0 percent or 2.7 million of the 8.0 million different households which
applied for and were approved to receive food stamps during the Post-OBRA'82 period
(February 1983 to May 198_) were processed under the provisions of expedited service.
These expedited households represented 19.2 percent of the entire unduplicated food
stamp caseload (applicants plus ongoing cases).

While the average use of expedited service was 3# percent across all applicants, this
percentage varied across the sample of offices. In half of sampled offices, the

proportion of expedited applicants was between 20 and _0 percent; however, a fifth of
sampled offices expedited less than ten percent of their applicants, while the top fifth of
sampled offices expedited more than _5 percent of their applicants.

Eoonomic Characteristics of Expedited Households

Income and Assets. Expedited households had substantially lower income and assets than
households that received food stamps through regular processing, l_uring the Post-

O!)RA'82 period the mean monthly gross income of expedited households was $50.82 and
liquid assets were $9.18. Income and assets of regular applicant households were about
eight tim&s higher with a mean of $_07 in monthly gross income and $65.0 in liquid
assets. Nearly 95 percent of expedited households compared to 36 percent of regular
households had gross income of less than 50 percent of the poverty level.

WaRe Earners. Only 12.2 percent of expedited households during the Post-OBRA'82
period contained wage earners. In comparison, 2g.5 percent of regular applicant
households contained wage earners.

Unearned Income. The average monthly unearned income of expedited households was
325.62 during the Post-OBRA'g2 period. This level of unearned income was substantially
lower than the mean of $215.71 in unearned income received by regular applicant
households.

Composition of Expedited Households

A comparison of the composition of expedited and regular applicant households provides
a summary profile of the expedited service population. In comparison to regular
applicant households, expedited households in the Post-OBRA'g2 period were
signi fica ntly:

o Smaller. Expedited households had a mean of 2. l members compared to a
mean of 3.0 members among regular applicant households;

o More Likely to Be Sinl_le Person Households. Over half (51.2 percent) of
expedited households contained one member compared to 25._ percent of
regular applicant households;

viii



o YounRer. The mean age of the head of expedited households was 32, compared
to a mean age of 37 for the head of regular applicant households;

o Less Likely to Have Elderly and Disabled Members. Only _.3 percent of
expedited households, compared to 17.8 percent of regular applicant
households, contained elderly or disabled members;

o Less Likely to Contain Children. Only 39.3 percent of expedited households,
compared to 70.Q percent of regular applicant households, contained children;
and

o More Likely to be Headed by Men. Nearly 60.7 percent of expedited
households, compared to only Q¢.3 percent of regular households, were headed
by men.

FSP Participation by Expedited Households

ContinuinlR Cases. During the Post-OBR^'82 period, the overwhelming majority of
expedited households (90._ percent) continued to receive food stamp benefits following
the first month's allotment, thereby completing the full verification process required for
regular food stamps.

LenRth of Participation. Expedited households had significantly shorter spells of
participation than regular applicant households. Expedited households that applied during
the Post-OBRA'g2 period participated an average of 5._ months during the sixteen
months from February 1983 through May 198_, compared to an average of 6.6 months for
regular applicant households.

History of Participation. During the Post-OBRA'82 period, the average expedited
household had one prior spell of food stamp participation over the previous four years--
about the same number of spells as regular households. The spells for expedited
households, however, were significantly shorter. Expedited households participated an
average of 6.9 months over the 32 months from October 1981 to May 1984, compared to
9.0 months for regular households.

Processing Time for Expedited Cases

During the Post-OBRA'82 period, the mean processing time for expedited cases was 7.0
calendar days, and 58.7 percent of expedited service cases were processed within five
calendar days. If working days rather than calendar days had been used as a processing
standard, 71.3 percent of expedited cases would have been processed within five working
days. Although local offices were not always able to meet the five calendar day
processing limit, expedited service substantially reduced processing time compared to
regular applicants. It took regular applicants a mean of 19.8 calendar days to receive
food stamps compared to the mean of 7.0 calendar days for expedited cases.

Verification Practices.

In nearly all offices, workers attempted to complete full verification for expedited cases,
whenever possible. During the Post-OBRA'82 period, 65.3 percent of expedited cases had
full verification completed before receiving the first month's food stamps.
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The average processing time was approximately the same for fully verified expedited
cases (7.1 days) and for expedited cases where verification was postponed (6.9 days). The
large majority of both groups (g8.0 percent of cases where verification was postponed
and 91.7 percent of expedited cases who provided full verification) continued their
participation beyond the initial month. There were no significant differences between
these groups in household composition or economic circumstances. However, households
that provided full verification were significantly more likely to have participated
previously in the food stamp program, and thus may have known what documentation to
bring with them to their initial intake interview.

Mistakes in Expedited Processing

Inclusion of Households Ineligible for Expedited Service. During the Post-OBRA'g2
period 1.3 percent of applicants received expedited service and postponed verification
but exceeded the expedited service eligibility limits.

Households That Were Eligible For But Did Not Receive Expedited Service. During the
Post-OBRA'g2 period, 15.7 percent of approved applicant households that met the
eligibility criteria were not processed under expedited service procedures. While such
households eventually suffered no loss in benefits, it took them considerably longer to
receive food stamps (19.4 calendar days compared to 7.0 calendar clays for expedited
households). These households tended to have slightly higher income than expedited
households (a gross monthly income of $36.23 compared to $18.53 for expedited
households) and were more apt to be receiving other forms of public assistance (12.5
percent of eligible households that did not receive expedited processing, compared to 4.0
percent of expedited households, were receiving some form of public assistance at the
time they applied.)

Error Proneness of Bxpedited Cases

QC field reviews were conducted on a random sample of expedited cases selected from
all applicants for food stamps during :July 19g_ within a stratified random sample of 60
local food stamp offices. The majority of these expedited cases were fully verified
and/or were not processed within five calendar days It was not possible to analyze
separately the error proneness of the relatively small number of expedited cases that had
received postponed verification

Payment error rates were calculated for the expedited cases and compared to the
average U.S. National reported rate (i.e., prior to Federal re-review and adjustment) for
Fiscal Year 19gt_. Six percent of the value of all food stamp allotments issued to
expedited cases were in error while 7.7 percent of the value of all allotments issued to
households receiving food stamps during Fiscal Year 1984 were in error. This difference
was not statistically significant. Thus error among expedited cases was about the same
as that found among regular cases. Generally speaking, the pattern of types of payment
errors as well as program factors leading to variances and source of variance shows
considerable similarity across expedited and regular cases.

Opinions Regarding Expedited Service

This study attempted to describe the current national viewpoint of food stamp officials
and eligibility workers toward expedited service. Although this study shows that
expedited cases are not uniquely error-prone, the majority of respondents still report
being concerned that the relative lack of verification allowable under expedited service
provisions may promote abuse by clients. Nevertheless, there is a broad concensus that
expedited service recipients are generally in immediate and serious need of food stamps.



The majority of all respondents did not think that eliminating expedited service as a
Federal mandate would result in less timely delivery of food stamps. However, when
asked for recommendations for change in expedited service provisions less than a quarter
of all respondents recommended eliminating the Federal provisions. About a third would
keep expedited service provisions the way they are, and the majority of all respondents
would keep it but make changes. The most frequent change recommended was to
increase the processing time allowed for expedited cases. The second most frequent
recommendation was to require full verification.

Effects of Lesislative Changes in Expedited Service Provisions

ChanRe in the Number of Households Receivin R Expedited Service. The number of
different households receiving expedited service in the Post-OBRA'82 period was _.1
percentage points lower than in the Pre-OBRA'82 period. This observed change from
38.1 to 3_ percent, is a result of all factors that changed over time and not just the
legislative change. For example, the revised expedited service regulations were
implemented at the peak of the recent recession. Improving economic conditions after
implementation partially explain the observed reduction in the number of expedited
service applicants after the legislative change.

ChanRe in the Proportion of Expedited Cases After ControllinlR for Changes in Economic
Climate and Client Characteristics. Because of the variety of changes between Pre and
Post OBRA'g2, statistical adjustment techniques were needed to produce comparisons
that isolate the effects of the legislative change. Multivariate regression-based models
of the probability of receiving expedited service were estimated with the _,2g_
observations in the applicant casefile abstraction sample. Controlling for State and local
economic conditions and household demographic characteristics, these models show about
two-thirds of the observed decline in use of expedited service was due to the legislative
change. The remaining proportion of the observed reduction was due to, and about
evenly divided between, changes in local area economic conditions and shifts in the
composition of the applicant sample between the two periods.

Characteristics of Affected Households. Households affected by the change in eligibility
criteria for expedited processing (i.e., households with zero net income that exceeded
either the new gross income or liquid assets tests) contained more wage earners ¢27.3
percent vs. 9._ percent) and received significantly more unearned income than households
that remained eligible. Compared in terms of the composition of households that
remained eligible, the affected households:

o Contained More Elderly and Disabled Members -- 17.7 percent of affected
households compared to 3.g percent of households that remained eligible;

o Contained More Children -- 53.g percent of affected households compared to
39.q percent of households that remained eligible; and

o Were More A.pt to be Headed by Women -- 52.6 percent of affected households
compared to q0.3 percent of eligible households.

ChartRes in Economic Characteristics. As expected, the legislative changes tightened
eligibility for expedited service. Households receiving expedited service after the
OBRA'g2 changes had significantly lower monthly gross income and liquid assets than
expedited households prior to OBRA'82. The mean monthly gross income of expedited
households during the Post-OBRA'g2 period was $50.82 compared to $62.31 during the
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Pre-OBRA'g2 period. Liquid assets of expedited households were $9.18 during the Post-
OBRA'82 period compared to a mean of $31.96 before implementation of OBRA'82
legislative changes. These reductions in household income and liquid assets persisted
when changes in these measures were estimated after controlling for other possibly
confounding influences. Therefore they can be interpreted as effects of the legislative
change.

LeRislative Iml_ct Limitations. Income distribution data help explain why the tightening
of eligibility criteria did not have a larger impact. First, net income, gross income and
liquid assets are closely related so that 87.6 percent of food stamp households with zero
net income had less than $150 in gross income and 92.0 percent had no more than $100 in
liquid assets. Second, the income and asset distribution of expedited food stamp
households is sharply skewed toward zero; changes in gross income and liquid asset
requirements had (and will have) only moderate impact on the proportion of applicants
eligible for expedited service.

Other ChanRes. Contrary to expectations, there were few other significant effects of
the legislative change. The implementation of OBRA'g2 regulations appeared to have
little impact on the non-economic characteristics of the expedited population. The
results of this study also show that the legislative changes had no statistically significant
influence on the administration of expedited cases as measured by processing time,
verification practices, and compliance with expedited service provisions.
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S{_CTION ONE

BACKGROUND, OB3ECTIVES, AND MET HODOLOGY

l.l OVERVEW

This study has two related objectives. It provides basic nationally valid data about

expedited service in the Food Stamp Program and analyzes the effects of recent changes

in the expedited service provisions, l

Section One describes the previous and current expedited service provisions of the Food

Stamp Program, the study objectives and methodology. Section Two presents descriptive

analyses of the number and characteristics of households receiving expedited service.

Characteristics of expedited households are contrasted with those of households

receiving regular (nonexpedited) food stamps. Section Three presents administrative

characteristics of expedited service cases and contrasts them with regular (nonexpedited)

cases where appropriate. Processing time and verification practices before and after the

legislative changes are analyzed. Mistakes in processing and the error proneness of

expedited cases are also examined. Section Four presents descriptive analyses examining

characteristics of expedited households before and after the legislative change in

expedited service provisions. This section also summarizes the findings from

multivariate analyses that isolated the impact of the legislative change from other

confounding influences. Appendices A and B describe technical issues related to

sampling and multivariate regression models. Appendix C includes supplemental

tabulations about expedited service based on 3uly 193_ data. Appendix D includes a brief

analysis of another legislative change in the Food Stamp Program, the 1931 introduction

of proration of initial month's benefits.

IThis report is part of FNS' research effort to determine effects of legislative changes in
the Food Stamp Program. Another broader study conducted for the Food and Nutrition
Service provided analyses of the combined effects of numerous recent legislative changes
in the Food Stamp Program. See: Michel, et. al. The Effects of Legislative Changes in
1981 and 1982 on the Food Stamp Program. Final report to Congress. Urban Institute,
May 1985.
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1.2 PROGRAM AND LEGISLATIVE BACKGROUND

The Food Stamp Program (FSP), operated by the Food and Nutrition Service ¢FNS) of the

U.S. Department of Agriculture, was established in 196_ when Congress passed the first

Food Stamp Act, even though the roots of the program can be traced to the 1930s. It has

been an evolving program. Current legislation authorizing the Food Stamp Program is

the Food Stamp Act of 1977, with amendments of 1979, 1980, 1981, 1982, 1983, and

1985. The primary objective of the Food Stamp Program has been to provide assistance

to low-income households to increase their food purchasing power and thereby help them

to attain a more nutritious diet. To meet this general objective, provisions have been

included in the program that affect client eligibility and administrative procedures. One

of these provisions, expedited service for those in emergency need of assistance, is the

subject of this research.

1.2.1 Regular Pood Stamp Requirements

Eligibility for participation in the Food Stamp Program is determined by a means test

that specifies limits on both household income and assets. Participating households

receive monthly benefits in the form of food stamps. The dollar value of the coupon

allotment is calculated using information on household size, income, deductions, and the

cost of an inexpensive but nutritious diet (USDA's Thrifty Food Plan). Food stamps can

be redeemed for eligible food items at authorized retail food stores.

Exhibit l-I summarizes the provisions of the Food Stamp Program during 19gt; when data

for this study were collected. Of particular interest are the asset and gross income

limits, the processing time, and the verification requirements, since these do not

necessarily apply to households receiving expedited service. For regular (nonexpedited)

applicants the monthly gross income eligibility limit was $1105 for a household of four

persons and the asset limit for nonelderly households was $1500. For regular

(nonexpedited) applicants, FSP regulations require (1) that State agencies provide every

applicant an opportunity to participate in the program within thirty days from the date

of application and (2) that household circumstances be verified. Verification for regular

food stamp applicants includes the use of collateral contacts and documentary evidence

and must occur prior to certification of eligibility in order for applicants to receive

benefits. Circumstances that must be verified include: identity, residency, alien status,

gross nonexempt income, medical expenses, utility expenses, Social Security Number, and

other information if questionable.
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EXHI8IT 1-1 fAN4AqY OF CURRENTPROVISIONS OF THE
FO(X) STAMPPROGRAM

Provision Current Food Stamp Program (11/84)

Asset limit $1,500 (nonelderly)
$3,000 (elderlyhouseholdsof 2 or
more)

Gross income $13,260 (annually)
Eligibilitylimit $1,105 (monthly)
(householdof 4)

Net income limit $10,200 (annually)
householdof 4) $850 (monthly)

!arningsdeduction 18%

Standarddeduction $95

Shelter/Childcare deduction $134

Medical deduction Excess above $35
(appliesto elderly/disabledonly)

Benefit reductionrate 30%

Processingtime 30 days from date of application

Payment period From date of application

Maximum benefit $Z64
(householdof 4)

Minimum benefitfor $XO (appliesonly to 1 and 2 person
eligible households households)

Verificationrequired Identity,residency,alien status,
gross nonexempt income, utility expen-
ses (if itemized),medical expenses (if
itemized), Social Security number, and
other informationif questionable

NOTE: Since 1984 several of these program provisions have been amended by the

Food Security Act of 1985 (P.L. 99-198). In addition, periodic cost of

living adjustments affect other provisions.
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1.2.2 Expedited Service Provisions

Legislative Intent. The Food Stamp Act of 1977 first authorized the provision of

expedited service as a way to help households with an urgent need for assistance. The

original expedited service provisions were implemented in March 1979 and were in place

approximately four years until February 1983.2 The significant feature of expedited

service is accelerated processing of applications for food stamps for any household that

meets income requirements indicative of an urgent need for assistance. This means that

needy households can receive benefits more quickly than the 30 days allowed under

normal processing. It also means that there is less time for local offices to process

expedited applications; therefore regulations allow postponement of regular requirements

for verifying household circumstances prior to issuance of initial benefits.

More recent legislation, the Food Stamp Amendments of 1982 included in the Omnibus

Budget Reconciliation Act of 1982 (OBRA'82), altered the original expedited service

provisions. 3 The legislative changes implemented as of February 1, 1983 were intended

to improve delivery of expedited service by better targeting the program to those most

in need and reducing administrative burden.

The original and the current expedited service provisions are sumarized in Exhibit I-2

and described below. The differences between the provisions fail into three categories:

processing time, eligibility criteria, and verification requirements.

Processing Time. Under the original expedited service provisions processing time was

limited to two or three working days. Coupons or authorization to participate (ATP)

documents for expedited service households had to be mailed no later than the close of

the second working day following the date of application, or had to be available for

pickup no later than the start of the third working day following application.

2Details of the provisions were published in the final rule in the Federal Register,
Volume q3, No. 201, October 17, 1978.

3lDetails of the new provisions were published in the Federal Register, Volume _7, No.
230 on November 30, 1982.
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EXHIBIT i-2 CHANGESIN EXPEDITEDSERVICEREGULATIONS
EFFECTEDBY OORA'82

......... J.

f Regulations Before OBRA'82 Current Regulattons
,,i . ..

Processing Iqailed by 2nd working day following date Close of business on the $th
of application, or stamps available for calendar.day following date of
ptck-up at the start of the 3rd working application.
day.

· i ,, . . .i,

Eligibility' Zero net Income or determination that Liquid asset limit of $i00; less
household Is destitute (i.e., household's than $i60 monthly gross lncofee.
only Incomefor the monthof application
ts [l] from a terminated source and Is Mtgrant and seasonal farmworkers
received prior to application, or [2] Is who are determined destitute.
less than $Z6, Is from a new source, and
wtll be received 10 days after date of
application}.

, ...... J.

Verification Identity and residency; (income, if Identity; (residency, f f
possible) possible), reasonable effort to

verify Income, ltqutd resources
and other factors (e.g., utili-
ties, medical expenses tf
item! zed1).



As a result of OBRA'82 current expedited service regulations extend processing time for

expedited service from two or three working days to five calendar days. Coupons or

ATPs must be mailed or available for pickup no later than the close of business on the

fifth calendar day following the day of application, q

.Elil_ibility Criteria. The original expedited service provisions identified two types of no-

income households eligible for expedited service. These were fl) households with no

anticipated monthly net income--gross income minus appropriate exclusions and

deductions--and (2) destitute households. A household was defined as destitute only if its

income for the month of application (1) was received prior to application and was from a

terminated source, or (2) was from a new source from which less than $25 would have

been received in the ten days following application.

The eligibility criteria for expedited service were tightened by OBRA'g2 legislation.

Instead of the zero net income or destitute criteria, current eligibility for expedited

service is now limited to households with gross monthly income less than $1505 and with

liquid assets (cash-on-hand, checking or savings accounts, savings certificates, and lump

sum payments) not in excess of $100. Households must now meet both the gross income

test and the liquid resource limit to be eligible to receive expedited service.

Verification Requirements. In order to meet the two to three day timeframe for

processing, the original expedited service provisions provided that, except for identity

and residency, verification could be postponed if it could not be obtained within the time

allotted for processing. If verification was postponed and the household _ras certified for

the month of application, the household had to reapply and complete the postponed

0The time for processing applications is seven days for residents of drug or alcohol
addiction treatment and rehabilitation centers.

5Migrant or seasonal farmworkers are exempted from the $150 gross monthly income
test. They are eligible for expedited service if they meet the destitute household
definitions used under the earlier expedited service provisions.
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verification requirements, in order to continue FSP participation under the regular

(nonexpedited) provisions. If a household was certified for a period longer than the

month of application, no further benefits were issued until the postponed verification was

completed. Thus, a second month's benefits would not be issued until normal verification

requirements were met.

The OBRA'g2 legislation places new emphasis on verification of income and liquid

resources--to the extent practical prior to expedited issuance of benefits. Except for

this emphasis, verification requirements are very similar to the original provisions. The

1982 regulations specify that in all cases the applicant's identity must be verified through

a collateral contact or readily available documentary evidence. Also, all reasonable

efforts must be made to use collateral contacts or documentary evidence to verify,

within the five-day processing standard, the household's residency, income statement,

liquid resources, and all other factors that are part of normal verification. However,

benefits may not be delayed beyond the five day delivery standard due to lack of this

additional verification. As under the earlier provisions, a second month's benefits will

not be issued until normal verification requirements are completed. 6

1.3 INFORMATION NEEDS AND RESEARCH OBJECTIVES

Although expedited service has been part of the Food Stamp Program for over six years,

very little quantitative data and no nationally valid estimates of the prevalence and

characteristics of expedited cases have been available. This evaluation of expedited

service provides basic, nationally valid data about the utilization of expedited service

and the impact of the recent legislative changes in the expedited service provisions.

This study estimates the number of households applying for and receiving expedited

service, the characteristics of these households, and how State and local programs

provide expedited service. These basic data show how expedited service is actually

6An exception to this is the case of migrant and seasonal farmworkers who apply after
the 15th of a month. Postponed verification from in-State sources must be completed
before a second issuance, but postponed verification from out-of-State sources must be
completed before a third issuance. Thus, migrants applying after the 15th of a month
may receive two month's benefits without complete verification.
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utilized by the Food Stamp Program.

This study also identifies what happened when the changes were implemented in the

eligibility criteria and processing time for expedited service. The OBRA'82 changes were

made to limit eligibility for expedited service to the most needy households, and to

reduce administrative burden. This evaluation assessed whether these changes led to

reduced or increased utilization of expedited service, whether characteristics of

expedited service recipients changed, whether processing time changed, and to what

extent other impacts occurred.

1._ RESEARCH DESIGN

This study was designed to produce nationally representative data on expedited service.

The majority of the findings in this report, numbers and characteristics of expedited

households and effects of legislative changes, are based on data abstracted from

casefiles of approved food stamp applicants during the Period October 1981 - May 198t_.

Additional data on processing expedited cases were collected from a separate sample of

3uly I980 applicant casefiles. A random subsample of these :July 1980 cases was then

selected for quality control (QC) field reviews in order to produce data to calculate error

rates for expedited cases. Finally, interviews were conducted with FSP officials at the

State level, and questionnaire data were collected from officials and eligibility workers

at the local welfare office level in order to gain their perspective on features of

expedited service.

1._.1 The 19gl - 198t_ Casefile Sample

Nationally representative data on approved food stamp applicants were collected from

foodstamp casefiles on the basis of a stratified three stage random sample:

o First Stage -- a stratified random sample of 60 local food stamp offices.

Offices were stratified in terms of geographic region (East, Midwest, South, and

West) and office size (large, medium and small);
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o Second stage -- a random sample of 8,171 casefile storage units from the

sampled offices (this was approximately a 50 percent sample of all storage units

in the sampled offices); and

o Third Stage -- a systematic random sample of 25,782 casefiles from within the

sampled storage units in the sampled offices. Data on participation and

application status (expedited or regular) were collected on each of these cases.

The determination of expedited or regular application status was made in either of two

ways. The large majority of casefiles included a clear designation that the case was

processed as an expedited case (for example, a unique code or check mark in a specific

box). When available the local office designation was used lo define expedited cases.

However, lg of the local offices in the sample included no unique designation of

expedited service in the casefiles, so the Pre- and Post-OBRA '82 income and asset rules

were used to identify expedited cases in these offices.

National estimates of the characteristics of approved expedited and non-expedited

service applicant households were taken from a stratified random subsample of 3,28_

cases. These cases were drawn from the casefile sample described as the third stage

above, and detailed information was abstracted on household characteristics, processing

time, benefits, verification practices and participation history.

The data in this report were abstracted from the casefiles of the following four groups of

households that applied for, and were approved to receive, food stamps during the study

period. 7

71n addition, the study abstracted information from a stratified random subsample of
ongoing food stamp participants also drawn from the larger casefile sample described
above. These cases were stratified on the basis of whether they originally were
expedited or not, and whether they were participants during the 16 month Pre-OBRA'g2
or the 16 month Post-OBRA'$2 period. While the same types of information were
collected from ongoing participants as from the applicant groups, the source of these
data was a randomly selected recertification period during the study's Pre-OBRA'g2 or
Post-OBRA'S2 time period. This information can be used to provide a description of the
entire food stamp caseload. However, this report focuses on the applicant sample.
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o Pre-OBRA'82 Expedited Applicants. A random sample of 1,789 households that

applied for and were approved to receive food stamps under the original

provisions of expedited service during the period October I, 19gl to January 31,

1983.

o p.re-OBRA'g2 Regular Applicants. A random sample of 1,061 households that

applied for and were approved to receive food stamps under regular application

procedures sometime during the period October 1, 19g 1 to 3anuary 31, 1993.

o Post OBRA'g2 Expedited Applicants. A random sample of 1,308 households that

applied for and were approved to receive food stamps under the new expedited

service provisions sometime during the period February 1, 1993 to May 31, 19g_.

o Post-OBRA'g2 Regu!ar Applicants. A random sample of 1,086 households that

applied for and were approved to receive food stamps under the regular

application procedures sometime during the period February 1, 19S3 to May 31,

19gt_.

It is important to note that the sampling procedures employed in thisstudy provide valid

national estimates of the unduplicated number of different households that participated

in the Food Stamp Program. Under this sampling approach, a household was counted one

time if it participated at any time during the sixteen month Pre-OBRA'g2 period or the

sixteen month Post-OBRA'g2 period. 8 Thus, all estimates of participation and

characteristics reflect all unique households participating during the study period.

Details about the sampling approach and the procedures for developing national weights

and variance estimates based on this sampling approach are presented ;n Appendix A of

this report.

gUnduplicated household participation data are distinctly different from data on
"participation months" that would be generated by sum ming data across months in FNS's
Statistical Summary of Operations. For example, summing participation months would
count "ten months" participation for a household that received food stamps for ten
months and one month for a household who left after the first month, and "six months"
for a household with two separate participation spells of three months each. The
unduplicated household definition employed in this study would count each of these
households once, thus providing data on the number of different households who
participated in the Food Stamp Program.
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1._.2 The 3uty 198_ Applicant Sample

An independent sample of 3uly 198q applicants was selected from the same stratified

random sample of 60 local lSD offices which served as primary sampling units for the

1981 - 19gq casefile survey. Staff in these offices maintained a log of all new

applicants 9 for food stamps during the month of 3uly 198Q. This log indicated whether an

applicant household was processed under expedited or nonexpedited procedures. The

sixty local FSP offices logged a total of 8,307 new applicants during the month of 3uly

198_.

During the following month, a stratified random subsample of 3,#27 of these applicants'

casefiles (1,326 expedited and 2,101 nonexpedited) was subsequently reviewed five to six

weeks after the initial application date. l0 Data were abstracted from casefiles and

administrative records to determine the following

o What proportion of applicants were (l) approved, (2) denied, or (3) still pending;

o What proportion of cases had some of their verification requirements postponed;

o What proportion of expedited cases continued their food stamp participation

beyond the initial month; and

o The processing times and benefit amounts for these various types of cases.

9New applicants were defined as households applying for food stamps for the first time
or former participants applying after a break of at least one month in program
participation.

10The allocation of cases across strata was such that the study selected nearly all
expedited applicants and approximately one out of every five nonexpedited cases. A
minimum of 12 applicants were selected from each office and in four of the larger
offices random sampling of expedited cases was employed. In eleven of the offices the
logs did not always indicate whether a case was expedited or not. In those sites, a
random sample (approximately one out of every four applicants) was selected and a

determination of expedited status was made on the basis of any of the following casefile
information: a clear designation of expedited status, an indication of postponed
verification or accelerated processing.
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For the most part the :July 1984 applicant data supplement the 1981 - 1984 casefile data

as a second source of information on expedited service household and administrative

characteristics. Findings from 3uly 198_ are generally consistent with and confirm the

1981 - 198_ findings. Tables summarizing the 3uly 198Q data are included in Appendix

C. The 3uly 1984 applicant sample also served as the sampling frame for selecting a

subsample of cases for quality control field reviews described below.

l.q.:3 The Quality Control Review Sample

A random subsample of expedited cases was selected from the 2uly 198_ applicant

sample for QC review. These reviews were conducted by State _ staff using the same

data collection methods required for the Food Stamp Program Quality Control system.

The purpose of these reviews was to verity if households were eligible for food stamps

and receiving the correct coupon allotment, and also to serve as a basis for determining

error rates. The circumstances for all cases were reviewed for the month of 3uly. The

reviews consisted of a desk audit of casefile information, a personal interview with the

household t and verification of income and assets information through use of collateral

contacts. All sampled cases were reviewed as regular cases. That is, all aspects of the

case were verified by the quality control reviewer and no variances were excluded

because of post poned verifi cation.

The number of cases selected from a site reflected the number of expedited cases in the

office, though a minimum of at least four cases (where they existed) was selected from

each office and maxima of m0 cases per office and S0 cases per State were also

established. These procedures resulted in a sample of 950 cases assigned for DC reviews.

l.a.q Interview and Questionnaire Data

Data on policies, practices and opinions related to expedited service were collected from

three different groups of respondent_ State officials, key respondents, and eligibility

workers. A telephone interview was conducted with an official identified as likely to be

most knowledgeable about expedited service in each State. State respondents were

typically State Food Stamp Directors. Questionnaire data were collected from one key

respondent in each of the same stratified random sample of 60 local offices that served

as primary sampling units for this study. Key respondents were defined as the person in
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the localofficemost knowledgeableregardingexpeditedservicepoliciesand practices.

Finally,questionnairedata were collectedfrom approximatelythree randomly selected

eligibilityworkers from each of the 60 localoffices. The data collectedthrough

interviewand questionnairesare an additionalsource of informationabout expedited

servicepoliciesand practices. This report focuses on the casefilesample data to

describethe expedited service populationand procedures. It reportsinterviewand

questionnairedata as the sourcefor informationon officials'perspectivesand opinions

regardingexpeditedservice.

1._._ Analytic Methods

The analysis in this report is primarily descriptive. This is the first nationally

representative study of expedited service households; hence descriptive data provide

valuable information about the nature of households who are participating in the

program. The report includes descriptive information about expedited and regular

applicant households and administrative procedures before and after the implementation

of the new OBRA regulations for expedited service.

For the sake of clarity all the findings presented in this report are based on nationally

weighted data. Since the sample casefiles for this study were not selected with equal

probability, sampling weights were used to produce unbiased national estimates of

expedited service populations. The sample weight for each case represents the product

of the reciprocals of the sample selection probabilities at each stage of the sample

design.

In addition to the sample weights, the descriptive statistical procedures for calculating

population means, proportions, and frequency distributions and the associated variances

of these estimates use sq:atistical software appropriate for analyzing data from complex

mul ti-stage sampies. 11

1ITh e descriptive statistics were computed with the SESUDAAN and RTIFREQS
software packages described in Shah (1981, 1982).
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Along with descriptive tabular analyses, multiple regression based modeling was also used

to assess legislative impacts. This methodology was used to isolate the causal impact of

the new legislative regulations on the expedited service population. This was necessary

because there were a number of other potentially confounding changes that happened

during the study period, notably: (1) other changes in the Food Stamp Program; (2)

changes in other public assistance programs, and (3) changes in economic conditions. In

general, changes in welfare programs, economic conditions, or the demographic

characteristics of the caseload sample between the Pre- and Post-OBRA'g2 time periods

that were correlated with expedited service participation were controlled in the

legislative impact analysis. Multiple regression-based modeling was used to give

estimates of the OBRA'82 impact net of other changes between the two periods.
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SECTION TWO

NUMBER AND CHARACTERISTICS OF HOUSEHOLDS
RECEIV_IG EXPEDITED SERVICE

2.1 SUMMARY

This section provides nationally representative information on the number and

characteristics of households receiving expedited service. The results show that

nationally about 3_ percent of all applicants receive expedited service. The use of

expedited service varies by the size of the food stamp office; with the proportion of

expedited applicants significantly higher in large offices than in medium or small offices.

This section provides a detailed picture of the expedited population by contrasting it with

regular (non-expedited) applicant households. Expedited households are strikingly

different from regular food stamp applicant households, having less income, assets,

earnings and participation in other income l_ansfer programs. Expedited households are

smaller, younger and have different compositional characteristics than non-expedited

households. Expedited households tend to participate more frequently in the Food Stamp

Program and for shorter lengths of time than regular applicant households.

2.2 THE NUMBER/PROPORTION OF HOUSEHOLDS RECEIVING EXPEDITED

SE RV ICE

Based on estimates from the study sample of 25,782 casefiles, approximately 8.0 million

different applicant households were approved to receive food stamps during the Post-

OBRA'82 period (the sixteen months between February 1983 and May 1984). 1 Of this

number, approximately 3_ percent or 2.7 million different households received expedited

service (as shown in Exhibits 2-1 and 2-2). 2

llt should be noted that these totals and percentages reflect unduplicated counts of
participation by different food stamp households during the sixteen month period from
February 1983 to May 198_.

2The procedures used to generate these national estimates are described in Appendix A
of this report.
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E_IBIT 2-1

RIE_IPT OF ID_EDI_ SERVICE

PRE-_=_A ' 82 POST-<_RA' 82

(0ctober 1981 ' January 198._) (February 1983 -May 1984)!

PERCENTOF' APPt.I_NTS

(Pro_:,-l' Ion of 0 [ f f/rant New

Cases Who Were Expedited) a

X )SS.1%* 34.0%*

S.E. 2.06 c 2._4
i iii i iii [i iiii i_ ii

PERCENTOF TOTAL FSP CASELOAD

CPrOl3Or'tlon of Different
FSP Households Who Were New

E:xpecli ted Cases ) b

X 22-8%* 19.2%'

SeE. 1.46 1.9<)
m

Nk_tes: This table shows the percent of households nationwide who applied and were

approved' for focx_ stamps under the provisions of expedited service from Octoi_r 1981

through January 1983, prior to the Implomon.ta_lcn of 1962 GaRA legislative roqulr_uonts,

and from February 1983 through Hay 1984, following 1'he implementa4'lon of ttm 1982 0BRA
legislative requlrem_ts. Those estimates ,qN'e based on a random sample of 2_J,782 case-

flies selectecI fr_u within a $eratlfled ranG_, Sample of slx_/ local food stamp offices.

The procedures used to generate these estimates are shown in Appendix A of this re_x_-t.

aPerc_mt of Applicants refers to the propoc-tlon of all dlfferent expedited applicant
households (households vho applied for end ware approved for food sl'aeq)s under expedited

service provisions) as a percent of all different applicant households (both expedited

applicants and regular appl Icants) _,ho received food stamps during the slxt_en r_nth sl'udy

per loci.

bParcent of Total FSP Caseload refers to the propcx'l'lon of ali expedited appl icant hous_-

holds (hOuSe_olds vho applied for and were approved to receive food stamps under expedited

wvice provisions) Os a p_cent of the total FSP caseload--ell households (expedited

applicants, regular applicants and ongoing participant households) _ho reciived food

steeps during the sixteen month study period.

cC_fld_ct Intarvals. The Io_ and UPl_ I_ncls of the 9'J% confiOence Interval may be

calculated by taking the moan and subtracting or adding the product of the standard error
(S.E:.) times 1.96.

prQllor_lon of Polt-(:XlRA'82 Expedited Households was significantly different frs, the

prc_xx-fJon of Pre-OGRA'82 Exl)e<llted Households at a .0_ [evil.

II-2



· ID_IBIT 2-2

IM.TI(]g&L ESTII_TES OF TIE _ OF I_P

TYPE OF CASE PRE-0B_'82 P0ST-OaRA'82

(October 1981 - January 1985) CFebruary T983 - Hey 1984-).

Tol_I S,E, ® Total S.E. e

Expedited Appl leant

Househoi ds a 5,290.000 4_4, 0OO 2,710,000 349,000

LRIGulet Appl lc.ant

Hc_seho I ds b 5,.340.000 _I 8,00_ 5,2_0.000 501,000

IOngolng Pm-t Iclpant

Households Orlg{nal ly

E:xpedI ?ed c 9_0,000 288,000 1,210,000 ]14,000

Nonexpedited 0ngol ng
Pert iclpan? Hoosehol ds d 4,840,000 808,000 4,910,000 708,000

ICofms: Thl$ table provides ne?lanai estl.tes of the unduplicated number of differ-

ent households In the Food Stamp Program ova' the sixteen month INriods before and

efl_r the Implmn?_ic_ of the 1982 _ Legislative requimmmnts. The _angM In

requicements for _q_Kllted service were Iniplemented on Fel_ruery 1, 1985. These estl-

mates a_e based on a random sample of 25,782 caseffles sampled from wll_ln a stratl-

fled random sample of six-fy local f_od stamp offices. The procedures used to generate

l_ese estimates ere shown In Appendix A of ?his. rmpor_.

aExpedited AppllCMlt refers to households ,ho el)plied and we_e apprOved to receive

toed stamps under the provisions of expedited service.

bRe_luler Applicant refers 10 households .ho applied and .ere approved 10 receive food
stamps under regular appl Icatlon proceaures,

COn_loln,_ Expedited Participant refers 1_ households whose spell of partlclpetlon con-
tlnuecl through at least _ of l_e sixteen month study i_rlod but who appl led and
_e approved t_ r_eJve foo<l stamps unde_ ?he p_ovisions of expedited write prlo_

to the beginning of the sl_Jdy period. For the Pre-OERA'82group this refers to hcuse-

holds ,ho applied bef_'e October 1981 and who continued ?heir spell of pe_ticipation
into or beyond October 1981. For the Post-0e_A'82 g_oup, ?his refers ?o households

appl led before February 198_ end who continued l_elr spell of p_lclpetlon in_o

or beyond FeOruery 19_.

dNonexl:_dlted 0n_lOln_l Par_lciDant refers 10 households ,ho continued t1_lr all. Il of
p_-_lclpetlon through at least sonl of the s_udy I_1o<1 but ,ho applied end _e_e

approved to receive fQo_ st_s under regular application procedures prior to ?he

blglm_lng of the slxtl_n mon?h sl_ period. For the Pre-OaRA'E!2 group, ?his refers

to Imu_eholds .ho applied before October 1981 and whose spell of p4r"l'lclpatlon con-

tlnue4 through ?hat month. For ?he PQIt-<]N_A'82 group; this refers to households who

el)plied before F_um_y 19_:_ and vh_se spell of pm-tlclpatlon extended Into or beyond
Fe_r_lry 198].

qK'.ofiflclefica Intervals. The Icier end uppe_ bounds of the 9_S confidence Interval may

be =lculated by taKin 9 _he men and sub_ecting or adding the proQ_c? of the stan-
d_'d error (S.E.) times 1.96.
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While the. average utilization of expedited service in the Post-OBRA'g2 period was 3_

percent across all applicants, this percentage varied from zero to 89 percent across the

sample offices. In half of sampled offices, the proportion of expedited applicants was

between 20 and 40 percent; however_ a fifth of sampled offices expedited less than ten

percent of their applicants, while the top fifth of sampled offices expedited more than 45

percent of their applicants.

The proportion of expedited applicants appeared to be significantly higher in large

offices than in medium or small offices (as shown in Exhibit 2-3). During the Post-

OBRA'g2 period 37.3 percent of applicants in large offices were expedited, compared to

26.2 percent of applicants in moderate size offices, and 25.2 percent of applicants in

small offices. Considering the low incidence of mistakenly expediting ineligible

applicants nationwid% (described in Section 3.3.2) this difference is likely to reflect real

differences in the cases being processed. That is, larger offices apparently have

proportionately more applicants eligible for expedited service.

2.3 CHARACTERISTICS OF HOUSEHOLDS RECEIVING EXPEDITED SERVICE

This section describes characteristics of expedited households. To provide a broader

context for this information, expedited households are contrasted with those of applicant

households that were processed using regular procedures.

2.3.1 income

Expedited households had considerably lower incomes than applicant households that

received regular processing as shown in Exhibit 2-4. During the Post-OBRA'g2 period,

expedited applicant households reported a mean of $50.g2 in monthly gross income

compared to $_07.2g for regular cases. Almost 33 percent of expedited cases in the

Post-OBRA'g2 period were at less than 25 percent of the poverty level compared to Ig

percent of regular applicant households (as shown in Exhibit 2-5). Nearly 95 percent of

expedited households, compared to 36 percent of regular applicant households had

incomes that placed them below 50 percent of the poverty level.

2.3.2 Liquid Assets

Expedited households had substantially lower assets than regular applicant households.
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IDQ4181T 2-_

REX_IPT OF E)Om[DITi_ S_RVI_ BY OF1Kt(_ SIZE

(Prc_l_ of _dlt'ed Appl !unts)
i

OFFICE SIZE PRE:-OOI_'82 ° POST-OOKA'82 04ANGE IN

,, C_r 1961 - January 1983) (Fe_ruaN-y 1963 - Hay 1984) PERCENTAGEIo01NTS

Larg®

X .19.9_ 37.3_* -2.6 ;)ts
S.E. 2.4 3.3
i i i

Mod_a_

X .T4.1_g 26.2:1[ -7.9 p, st
$.E. 4.6 3.6

Small

X 33.1S 2D.2_ -7.9 pts_
S.E. 2.8 3.2

i

Tota I

x ._.1S _4.0S _.1 pis?

S.E. 2.1 2._

_: This table _s _ p_nt of all dlff_nt exi_KI!ted eppll_nt _ld s

(_se_olds who al)PI ted a_l we ePl_OVed fm food stamps undo' mq_<llttd sensei provl-

SIMs) _ a _t of all dlffm'ent appll_nt h_holds (both ex_dlted appll_n_ and

regular applicants) who recelved-foocl stamps during the sixteen month study parlocI. The

lower and upper bounds of the gD:g confidence Interval may be calculated by taking the mean

and subcontractlng or adding the product of the standard error (S.E.) flee 1.96,

eThe proportion of Expedited Appllcents In Large offices was significantly different from
the proportion In _a_ or Small sTze offlc_.i

tT_ _'oportlm of Post-09RA',82 Expedited Appll_nts w_ stgnfl_ntly dlffm'ent from the
I_'OpOrtl_ of PrI-09RAe82 Applf_nts at a ,05 level.
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_Ei._IBLT 2-4

IN001_: _ISTICS OF N_PL.ICANT

RB_:IVIN6 FOGOs'r_qPS _ ID0'EDI_ S_K'VlGE _ REGUI._ _S

OIARACT_ IST I C FR[-(_RA' 82 K)ST-OeRA' 82

(October' 1981 - Jenua_f 1983) (February' 1N3 - NiV IN4)

Ex!:XKIi te¢l Regular EXl:XKII foci Regular

At_I icants Appl Icants Appl ioants AIN_I laants

(n ,, 1,7U) Ca -I,061) (n · 1,348) Crt ,, 1,066)

Honth I y Gross
Income

X _S2.31t S403.72' _0.827 S407.29*

S.E. 7.99 ! 1.56 8.07 13.10
,. i]

Liquid Assel's

(C_h, Clleck I nO
and Savings)

X S51.961' S64.22* S9.181' S65.27'

S.E. 3.98 8.31 1.42 8.42

Hor_*hI y Net I n_,_

X S17.84 S2_ .St * SI _.29 S247.87'

S.E. 4.8 IS.79 3,06 11,88

Non*h Iy Earned
I ncc_e

X S26 ·82 SI 85.02* S22.24 2;191.56*

SoE, _._2 1_.09 2.91 12.61

14ofi'l'hI y Unearned
Income

X S35.49 S218.69 e S28.62 S215.71 ·

S.E. 7._8 9.36 6.72 10.20
i

?The ee4m of Pre-(_GRA'82 Households was significantly different from the man of
PC_?-4_R_'82 HouSehold ri' a .05 level.

_rhe .men of Expedited Households was significantly different fron 1'he amen of

Re!_ulm' Appl leant Households et · .OS level.
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EXHIBIT 2-5

DISTRlelUTtONaF E:_EDI_ A_ _L_ )/_t_ I_JSE]_LDS
BY FOYE]_?

i i i i i

_t STIC PRE-(3eI_,82 POST-(3e/_' 82

(Octaeer 1981 - Janum'y 198J) (Fe_rum'y 1983 - Hey 1984)

F.x!_KI!ted R4KJUlet Exped111d I_gu Imf
AppI Icnnts kpp Jl_.Jnts AppI Icants AN I ! csnts
(n" 1,771) (n" 1,020) (n ' 1,_3._) (n" 1,04._)

POVERTYI_:VFJ. Cumulative $ Cumulative $ Cumulative $ Cumulative
ii

0 - 25S 79.5 17.0 tL_.0 18.0
26 - _05 f)2.2 30._ 94.g J6._
51 - 7_% g6.9 5_.0 98.4 61.7

76 - I005 99.2 81.0 99.8 82.'J
101 - 12'J$ 100 95.2 99.9 9'J.4

125+S !00 100 I00 100

Nolo: The I_ve_?7 levels _ in this t_le are base<l on Bur_eu of ?he Census limits
est_llshed on the besls of household slze and I_mncm o_ elderly household members,
for the year (1981, 1f)82, !g8_, _- 1984) in _lch an applIcltlon was mede. These
limits are pu_llshecl !n ?he U.S. Bureau of tfm Census, Statistical Able'acts of the
United States, _leshlngton 0.C.
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During the Post-OBRA'82 period, expedited service households had a mean of $9.18 in

liquid assets compared to mean assets of $65.27 for regular applicants tas shown in

Exhibit 2~_). Substantially more expedited applicants reported zero liquid assets in the

Post-OBR^'82 period, compared to regular applicant households; 82 percent versus 62

percent (as shown in Exhibit 2-6).

2.3.3 Household Size, Age and Composition

Household Size. The mean size of expedited households was 2.1 in both the Pre-OBRA'g2

and the Post-OBRA'g2 period. Expedited households were significantly smaller than

regular applicant households (which had a mean size of 3.0 during both time periods).

ARe. The heads of expedited households were younger than those in regular applicant

households. The average age of the head of an expedited household was 32 compared to

an average age of 37 years for the head of regular applicant households.

Household Composition. The comparison of expedited to regular applicant households (as

shown in Exhibit 2-7) provides a description of the expedited population. The main

differences were in the following characteristics:

o Elderly and Disabled Households -- t+.3 percent of expedited households

during the Post-OBRA'82 period compared to 17.8 percent of regular

applicant households contained elderly or disabled household members:

o Single Person Households -- 51.2 percent of expedited households during the

Po6t-OBRA'82 period compared to 25.t_ percent of regular applicant

households contained only one member.

o Households With Children -- 39.3 percent of expedited households compared

to 70._ percent of regular applicant households contained children;

o Single Parent Households -- 23.9 percent of expedited households during the

Post-OBRA'82 period compared to 37.2 percent of regular applicant

households were comprised of a single adult family head and children;

11-8



EXHIBIT 2-6

DISTRIBUTICXl OF IDa,ID)llrl_ All4) REGUUIR ,qPPLICAHT HOUSE)CLDS

aN _ IgC:a4E, GIWSS IICGNE, NC) LIQUID ASSETS
· ., mm

CHARACTERISTICS P1_'82 POST-0g_,' 82

[October' 1981 - Jenuary 1983) CFeOruary 198._ - Iqay 1984]

Expecl I te¢l Regular Expedltlcl _gu lar

ApRI Icants App ! ]can?s ADpi I can?s Apl) I ! _nts

(n - 1,771) (n - !,020) (n - 1,]]]) (n - 1,04._

I_Y _letl_ S Cumulative _ Cumulative _ Cumlatlve
IICOHE i

0 89.2 16.7 gO.O 21 .]

$ 1 - 4g 91.4 22.3 g2.3 27.0

S 'JO - g9 g4.1 21.0 g'_.4 _6.7

S100 - 14g g_.]i _R3.0 96.7 43.2

Sl'J0 - 199 f;6,6 48.4 97.8 52.4

S200 - 299 98.1 63.7 98.6 66.0
S300 - _lc)9 98.9 76.2 99.2 76.9

S400 - 4I)9 99.6 84.6 g9.7 8_.6

, u I,=, . . , .,.

GROSSHOfiTHL.Y

INC_H[

0 66..7 12._ 611.2 1(_.9

$ I - 49 70.6 12.5 72.'_ 11.5

S 5Q - 99 77.2 14.2 79.7 14.5

S100 - 149 83.,6 16-2 87.7 1_8
S1_O - 199 88.8 19.6 92.0 21.6

S200 - 299 94.7 38.4 98.2 _9.3

_00 - _ g7.6 _.%1 98.0 57.1

$400 - 499 98.9 68.1 gg.l 67.7

S_00 - _g9 99.6 78.0 go._ 76. g
S600 - 6f)9 I00 8'J.7 09.8 84.7

_700+ 10(3 I00 100 I00

LIQUID ASSETS

0 74, 9 66.4 82. I 62.3

S 1 - 49 gO.6 8.1.1 9_..1. 82.2
S _lO - g9 92.2 e6-7 97..I 86.9

SlO0 - 14g 94.9 89.3 98.8 89.8

Sl_m+ 100 lOG I00 I00
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EXHIBIT 2-7

(_M_ISITIONOF ,_LI_ IOJSi_I.I_ Rf3C_VINGFO00
SI'AWS_ EXPEDITEDSIg_I_ Am)REGULAR__S

CHARACTERISTIC PRE-OBRA'82 POST-OBRA'82
{OctoberlgB1 - January 1983) {February1983 - May 1984)

Expedited Regular Expedited Regular
Applicants Applicants Applicants Applicants
(n - 1,78g) (n- 1,061) (n- 1,348) (n- 1,086)

E1derlyandDis-
abledHouseholds

l[ 5.1% 22.3% 4.3% 17.8%*
S.E. 0.7 2.7 0.9 1.4

OnePerson
Households

46.3% 26.5%* 51.2% 25.4%*
S.E. 3.4 2.6 3.3 1.8

HouseholdsWith
Chi 1dren

][ 43.4% 74.3%* 39.3% 70.4%*
S.E. 3.1 2.3 3.7 1.8

FeruleHeaded
Househol ds

_r 44.8% 56.g%* 3g.3% 55.7%*
S.E. 2.4 3.7 2.7 3.6

Single Parenl:
Househol ds

X 25.3% 37.0%* 23.g% 37.2%*
S.E. 1.8 2.5 2.2 2.4

Households With
FemaleHousehold
HeadandChildren

_[ 21.4% 32.1% 20.6% 32.1%
S.E. 1.7 2.3 2.3 2.4

m_: ll_elowerandupperboundsofthe gS%confidenceintervalmy be calcula-
tedby takingthemeanandsubtractingor addingtheproductof thestandarderror
(S.E.)times1.96.

*Theproportionof ExpeditedHouseholdswas significantlydifferentfromthe
proportionof RegularApplicantHouseholdsat a .05level.
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o Female Headed Households -- 39.3 percent of expeditedhouseholdsduring

the Post-OBRA'82 period compared to 53.7 percent of regularapplicant

householdswere headed by women; and

o Female Household Head With Children -- 20.6 percent of expedited

householdsduring the Post-OBRA'82 period compared to 32.1 percent of

regularapplicanthouseholdswere composed o! a female familyhead with

children.

On the other hand, there was littledifference between expedited and regular applicant

households in terms of citizenship or ethnicity. Nearly 94 percent of expedited

householdsand 96 percent of regularapplicanthouseholds were U.S. citizens. The

ma)ority of expeditedhouseholds()z_.2percent)and regularapplicanthouseholds(52.)

percent)were white;justunder 30 percent of both groupswere black and justover ten

percent of both groups were Hispanic.

2.3._ Earnings

During the Post-OBRA'82 period 12.2 percent of expedited households compared to 28.5

percent of regular applicant households had wage earners. Monthly earned income was

$22.2_ among expedited households during the Post-OBRA'82 period. In contrast, the

average earned income of regular applicant households was $191.56 during the Post-

OBRA'$2 period.

2.)J Participation in Other Income Transfer Programs

Expeditedservicehouseholdshad relativelylittleparticipationinother income transfer

programs. This is not surprisinggiven the gross monthly income limitof $150 for

expedited households. During the Post-OBRA'82 period, 10.9 percent of expedited

householdscompared to 53.(;percent of regularapplicanthouseholdswere participating

in other publicincome transferprograms at the time they appliedfor food stamps.

Another reasonforthisisthathouseholdsoften apply forand receivefoodstamps under

expeditedserviceat the time they are in the processof applyingfor,and before they

receive,othertypesof assistance.Another explanationisthatexpeditedhouseholdstend

to have fewer childrenor elderlyhouseholdmembers eligibleforcategoricalprograms

likeAFDC or SocialSecurity.Exhibit2-g shows the limitedextent to which expedited

householdsparticipatedinotherincome transferprograms:
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EXHIBIT 2-8

INCOIE gOURC:F.SOF APPLICANT HOUSEHGLZ_RECEIVING FOOO

ST,_I_ _ E3_EDITED SERVlCE AM) REGULARPROCEDUR_
I I Il Il I _ L I

_ISTIC PI_* 82 POST'OBRA' 82

(October 1981 - January 19831 (February 19e3 - Hey 19841
:

Expi<l I 'l'_l I_KIu lar [xpedlY_d Regulm'

Appl Icents Appl Icants Appl Iconfs Appl/cants

CA" 1,789) (n -1,0611 (n" 1,.3481 (n - 1,096)
i i_ II

14_sohol ds Wil'h

¥ege Earners
X 14.11 29.611[* 12.22; 29. _*

S.E. 1.8 2.1 1.6 1.9

Ho_sehol ds Rt_::i I v-

lng Public Incame
;rifts f_'s

._ J4._S _.4S !0.9_ _3.62;
s.(. 2.3 2.9 2.2 2._

i i

140UI_Q I ds RICt I v-

lng Unelp Ioyment
Campense* Ion

_' 2.aS 12._* 2._$ 12.oS*
S.E, 0.6 1.6 0.4 1.9

Housohol _s Rooo i v-

lng Social
S4K:ur1ty

X 2.12; 15.2S 0.92; 13.OS

S.E. 0.6 1.6 0.4 1.9
L , ,

Househo I ds Ro_o I v-

lng Pu_l lc
Ass istonco X 8.12; 31.12; 7.12; 31 .OS

S.E. 2.0 2.2 1,9 2.6

Households Receiv-

Ing AFDC:
X 4.12; 17.88 ° _-22; 20.32;*

S.E. 1.2 1.9 1-1 2.5
ii i i ....... ] ]J i J i i

Naris: Tho Iou_r end upp4r bounds of the 998 conflckmce Intm'vol ney be calcula-

ted by tlkin 9 the mn and subtroctlng or adding the product of the s*andm'd error
(S.E,) tim 1.96.

°The prOpCx-tJon Of ExpocllYld Households vas SignificanTly cllffm'ont fram the I_O-

pore!on of Require' Applicon? Households at a .05 level,
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o Unemployment Compensation. Only 2.3 percent of expedited households

during the Post-OB RA'82 period were receiving unemployment

compensation. In contrast, 12 percent of regular applicant households were

receiving unernployment corn pensation.

o Social Security. During the Post-OBRA'82 period only 0.9 percent of

expedited households were receiving Social Security. In comparison, 13.0

percent of regular applicant households were receiving Social Security; and

o Households Receiving AFDC. During the Post-OBRA'82 period 3.2 percent

of expedited households were receiving AFDC compared to 20.3 percent of

regular applicant households.

2.3.6 Coupon AUotments

J

Because they had less income, expedited households tended to receive larger coupon

allotments than did regular applicants. As shown in Exhibit 2-9 the monthly coupon

allotment for expedited households was $137.43 during the Post-OBRA'82 period

compared to an average of $116.91 for regular applicant households. The per capita

benefit for expedited households was $67._ during the Post-OSRA'g2 period compared to

$43.11 for regular applicant households.

2.3.7 Participation in the Food Stamp Program

Continuation Beyond the Initial Month of Participation. One of the concerns that

motivated this study was that applicants could take advantage of the postponed

verification provision; that is, receive food stamps for the first month and then fail to

return for the full verification process required in order to receive food stamps beyond

the first month. However, as shown in Exhibit 2-]0 the study findings do not support

this. The large majority, 90.4 Percent of expedited households in the Post-OBRA'82

period, continued beyond the first month (thereby completing the full verification

process).
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EXHIBIT Z--9

BE)EFIT _ISTIG_ Gl_ ,q_Pt.l_ _ RECEIVING FOOD

S'TAI,I:NJ _ E:_GiEDITEDSERVICE AI_E)REGIJI.N__S

Q4ARACT_ I $T1¢ PRE_' 82 POST-C_RA' 82

(Oc_o_r' 1981 - January 198._) (FeOruery 1983 - Hey 1984)
i

Expecl11_cl Regular Exped I1_cl Regular

Algol ir. ants AppI icents Al)PI Ir.ants Appl Icants
(n ', 1,756) (n -I,047) (n ,, 1,327) (n ,, 1,072)

i i , i i ,

Pr_'ated C_upon
A I Iotment

X S75.17 S62· 45' S81 · 65 S68. ]g"

S.E. 4.02 5._9 4.27 3.50

Month Iy Coupon
Al IOtment

X S! .31.7_ S106.884_r S1.35.43 SI 16.9141

S.E. 5.47 2.81 6.99 3.01

Per Capita 8enefl*

X S63.92t S37.91 _ $67.55t S4]. 11·
S.£. 1.29 0.90 0.8_ 1.13 .4

N_he8: The lover end upper bounds of the 9_)_ confidence Interval .my be calcula-

t_cl by taking the mJan and subtracting or adding the proQ_Ct of the standard error
(S.E.) times 1.96.

tThe mean of' Pre-0_'82 Households vas significantly different fron the men of
Post-OIBRA'82 Hous4fflolds et a .05 level.

eThe man of Expedited Households was slgniflcanl'ly different from the mean of

Regular Applicant HOuseholds et a .0'_ level.
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F._XBXT 2-10

P_.IE, NT OF' E/PEDITED HOUSEHOLDSCOITINJII6
BEYOMD 1NE IIJITIAL MONTH

, i

PRE-OBRA'82 POST-OBRA'82
(October 1981_anuary 1983) (February X983 - May 1984)

(n - 1,60g) (n - 1,164)

Continued Partici-
pation Beyond the
InitialMonth

Y 86.5%t 90.4%t
S.E. X.5 1.5

i i

tThe proportian ot[ continuing Pre-OBl_"S2 Expedited households was significantly
different from the proportion of _ntinuin8 Past-OBRA'82 Expedited households at a .05
level. However, this dLfference last statistical significance vhen conlrols vere included
in the resression model reported m pase B-23.

Day of Appl!cation. There was no difference between expedited and regular applicants in

terms of the day of the month they applied for food stamps. The mean for both groups

was the fourteenth day of the month, and the distribution of application days was

unchanged between the Pre-OBRA'82 and the Post-OBRA'32 periods (as shown in Exhibit

2-11).

Length of Participation. Expedited cases received food stamps for a significantly shorter

len



E_]_IBIT 2-11

PN_TICIPATIONCl4N_CTI_I_IC$ 0F N=PLICNIT H_JSE)IX.D$RE_(IVlN6
FOODSTN4PSTHROUGHE_=EDITE])SERVICEMI) RE;ULAR_S

i

OV_RACTERI STIC liRE_*82 ImOST-0BRAt 82
(0cl"ober 1981 - Jsnuory 1983) (FEi_'uory ;983 - Hay rgB4)

Expedi?ed Regular EXp4KI1t_KI Regular
Appl ir.ants Appl Icam_s Appl Ir.ants Appl Ir.ants
tn - 1,789) Cn -I,061) (n - !,347) (n · 1o0e5)

Num0er of PmPtlcl-
petion Si)el Is
1979-1984

m

X 2-1 1.9 2.0 1.8°
S.E. .18 .10 .19 .0g

:Pw'? icipal'lofi
Iqo_ths During the
16 Hon'rh Pre/PQs?
08R_' 82 PI.' I Od

X 4.5 6.0 ° 5.4 6.6 °
S.E. .3! .19 .31 .26

t 1,

Appl I_?1_ Day

x 14.9 14.4 14.1 14.8
S.E. ! .28 .41 .33 .24

_: The lover and upper bounds of the 95S confld4mce Ing_rvel .wy be calcule-
ted by taking the .man end $ubl_'actlng or adding the pr_luct of l_e s?4ndm'd error
(S.E.) ?l,ms 1.96.

°The .man of EXlxKIlted 14Ouseholcls vas slgnlficaatly different from the mkm of
P.4_I_ A_plicont H_seholds at · .05 level.

II-X6



participated an average of 1.5 months over the 16 months from October ]9gl through

3anuary 1983 compared to 2.5 months for regular households.

Reasons for Eventual Case Closure. Expedited cases were eventually closed for reasons

that were generally similar to the pattern of closure found amount regular applicant

households:

o 64.3 percent of expedited cases were eventually closed because the

household did not reapply or requested a termination of benefits. This was

significantly higher than the proportion of regular applicant cases (5_.2

percent) that were eventually closed for these reasons;

o lO.Z_percent of expedited cases, compared to 12.5 percent of regular

applicant cases, were eventually closed because they failed to provide

ye ri ftc ati on;

o 3.7 percent of expedited cases were eventually closed because of excess

income or resources; this was significantly lower than the proportion of

closures (7.# percent) among regular applicant households attributed to

excess income; and

o 7.7 percent of expedited cases, compared to 7.3 percent of regular applicant

cases, were eventually closed because they had moved or could not be

1oc at ed.
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SECTION THREE

ADMINISTRATIVE ISSUES RELATED TO EXPEDITED CASES

3.1 OVERVIEW AND SUMMARY

According to the requirements of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1982

(OBRA'g2) expedited applications for food stamps are to be processed within five

calendar days (a change from the previous limit of three working days). In order to meet

the expedited time frame, normal verification of household circumstances may be

postponed, prior to issuance of initial benefits. On the other hand, under the expedited

service provisions food stamps may not continue beyond the first month unless full

verification is completed. As described in Section One, current eligibility criteria for

expedited service require that households have less than $150 in gross monthly income

and no more than $100 in liquid assets.

This Section provides information on how local offices administer the expedited

caseload. It addresses processing time, verification practices, compliance with

eligibility criteria and error proneness of expedited cases.

The results show that the mean processing time for expedited cases was 7.0 calendar

days, and 58.7 percent of expedited cases were processed within the required five

calendar day limit. However, on average expedited cases were processed almost three

times faster than nonexpedited cases. It was also found that about two-thirds of all

expedited cases were fully verified.

In addition to lack of compliance with the required expedited timeframe, findings showed

two types of mistakes made in processing food stamp applicants. Nationally, 15.7

percent of approved applicants were eligible for expedited service but were not

processed under expedited service procedures; and a much lower percentage, 1.3 percent

of applicants, received expedited service (and postponed verification) but exceeded the

expedited service eligibility limits.

Analyses of error data showed that expedited cases are no more likely to be error prone

than the nonexpedited caseload. Nevertheless, interview and questionnaire data showed

that State and local respondents continue to voice concerns about potential abuse of

expedited service as well as recommendations for procedural changes.
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3.2 PROCESSING TIME AND VERIFICATION PRACTICES

3.2.1 Processing Time

During the Post-OBRA'g2 period the mean processing time for expedited cases was 7.0

calendar days. When calculated in terms of working days, average processing time was

just over five working days. As shown in Exhibit 3-1 there was little change between the

Pre and Post OBRA'82 period in terms of processing time. When viewed in terms of

compliance, it can be seen that 58.7 percent of expedited cases were processed within

five calendar days during the Post-OBRA'g2 period. 1

Yet while local offices were not able to meet the five calendar day processing limit for

all cases, expedited service did succeed in substantially reducing processing time

compared to the average processing time for regular food stamp applicants. It took

regular applicants a mean of 19.8 calendar days in the Post-OBRA'g2 period (and 19.2

,days in the Pre-OBRA'82 period) to receive food stamps; the processing of expedited

cases (7.0 calendar days) was over two and one half times faster. Thus, current

procedures do succeed in accelerating the process of providing food stamps.

The reduction in processing time due to expedited service appeared to be particularly

great in large offices (as shown in Exhibit 3-2). In large offices, regular applicants were

processed in a mean of 22.2 calendar days compared to 7.1 calendar days for expedited

cases. In moderate and small size offices, the mean processing time was lt*.l calendar

days for regular applicants compared to 6.3 calendar days for expedited service cases.

3.2.2 Verification Practices

Our review of casefile information showed that in 65.3 percent of expedited households

in the Post-OBRA'82 period (and 66.9 percent in tl_e Pre-OBRA'g2 period), full

verification was received before food stamps were issued. In nearly all offices, workers

attempted to complete full verification whenever possible. This was apparently done

I Indeed, one frequent complaint of eligibility workers is that the new processing
requirement did not reduce workload if someone applied at the end of the week.
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EXI_IBIT 3-1

PROCESSINg _ISTICS OF .qalRLICAHT

P_IVlHg FOODS'FAH!_ _ ID0=EDITED SERVICE AND REGULAR_S

CHARACTERI STlC laRE-(_A t 82 ROST-OI_A e82

COctol_r 1981 - January 1983) CFebruary 1983 - May 1984)

[xiN)d {te¢l Rlgu Iar rxped I ted Ragu I ar
Appl Icants Appl Icants Appl Icants Appl lcants

(n · 1,670) (n - 92_) (n · !,253) (n - 9_0)
Ul

Processing TIm_ in

Calendar Days
X 7.2 19.2' 7.0 19.8'

S.E. .67 2.70 .83 2.29

Proolssed Within

5 Calendar Days --
X 61 .I_ 26. _* _8.7_ 21.4Se

S.E. 3.9 5.0 4.5 4.2
i'

Processlng Time In

Wor_Ing Days
X 5,5 13.6 e 5.2 14.1 e

S.E. .46 ! .96 ._7 1.59

ProceSS4KI Within

3 Working Days
X _4.2_[ 22.2S* 51.6S 17.8_*

S.E. 5.5 4.6 4.9 ].7_

Proo_ sed Within

5 Work Ing Days
X 73. O_ 31 · 6_* 71 · 3_ 29.8S _'

S.E. 4.6_ 4.8 4.2S 4.9

Not_l: The Io_ end upper bounds of the 95_[ confidence Interval may be calcula-

ted by taking the .lan and subtracting or adding the product of the stem:lard e_ror
(S.E,) times 1.96.

eThe m_m value of Expedil_¢l Households vas slgnlflcan?ly 41ffarent from the mn
of R,,e_ular Applicant Households at a .05 level.
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E_IBIT 3-2

PROGESSI_ OHARAClqg_STIC_ OF APPLIGANT HOUS_CLOS

81' (3=FLOE S1ZE

C_LACTER1 STSC PRE-4_RA' 82 _OST.-OE_A' 82

{October 1981 - January 1983) (Fe0ruary 198._ - May 1984)

£xl:)e4 ! tH Ragu I ar [xpecl I tea Ragu Iar

Applicants Al)pt lc:ants Appl !cants Appl 1cants

Fq_OC[SSINGTINE IN
CALENDS DAYS:

Large SI ze
X 7.5' 21 .ga 7. ] · 22.2 a

S.[. .8 3.5 1.0 2.9

n (790) (4691 (641 ) (50_)

Moderate SI ze
X 6.5 · 1].7 a 6.3 · 14-1 a

S.E. 1.0 1.7 .9 1.4

n (476) (282) (347) (278)

Small Size

X 6. It 13.0 a 6.3 · 14.1 il

S.E. .6 1o4 .7 2°3
n (404) (174) (265) (167)

, ,

iPR0(_SS t NG WITHIN

5 CALENOARDAYS:

[Large Size
X 60.6S* 2].8$ _. 3S* 18.9_ a

S.£. 4.9 6.5 5.3 5.4

n ('790) (469) (641 ) (_05)

Hcxlerate SI za

X 61.6Se 32.7S 60.65 · _S. I

S.E. 6.2 6.9 9.4 5.8

n (476) (282) (347) (278)

Smell Size

X 66.2$* 29.55 H.4S · ]0.4$ a
S-£. 3.1 5.0 3.6 6.8

n (404) (I 74) (265) (167)
m m m

No_: The lower and upper bo_Jncls of the g'JS conflclence 1ntlrval ,my be calcu-

lated by taking the amen and sul_tractlng or a4dlng the pro4uct of the stamdard
error (S.E.) times 1.96.

· The mlan value or I)rapor'f'lon of Exl)ecllt_cI Housatlolds was slgnflcanl'ly differ'eh1'

fr_ that Qf I_lllular Applicafit Householas at a .05 level.

"The mean value of Large offices .as significantly dlfferefit from that of
14ocMre1_ size or Sm411 offlcas _ a .05 level.
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both to prevent error and to reduce office workload by permitting cases to be certified

for longer than the initial month.

F.gltlB IT 3-3
PERCENT OF EXPEDITED APPLICANTS COMPLETING

FULL I1ERIFICATION

PRE-OBRA' 82 POST-OBRA'&2
(October 1981-Oanuary 1983) (February 1983 - May 1984)

CHARACTERISTIC (n - 1,609) (n - 1,164)

Completed Full
Vert fi catt on
Before Initial
Issuance

S.E. 3.S S.1
,i i

Fully verified expedited households were processed in about the same length of time as

expedited households for which verification was postponed. During the Post-OBRA'g2

period, the average processing time 'was (;.9 calendar days for expedited cases that were

fully verified, compared to 7.1 calendar days for expedited cases receiving postponed

verification; 60.1 percent of expedited cases where verification was postponed, were

processed within five calendar days (as shown in Exhibit 3-_).

The postponement of verification appeared unrelated to continued participation in the

Food Stamp Program; 91.7 percent of expedited households that were fully verified,

compared to 88.0 percent of households where verification was postponed, continued

receiving food stamps beyond the initial month.

There were no significant differences between the demographic characteristics of

expedited cases that received or did not receive postponed verification, in terms of

income, assets, household size, and composition. However, expedited households that

were fully verified were more likely to have participated in the Food 5tamp Program

before (and thus may have known to bring to the intake interview the documentation

needed to complete full verification). Fully verified expedited cases in the Post-

OBRA'82 period had an average of 2.2 spells of prior participation between October 1981

and May 198_ compared to lJ spells for expedited households where verification was

postponed.
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EXHIBIT 3-6

I"RCXZSSING _ISTSGS gF IDCPEDST_ HOUSEHI]J_

REIC:EiVJNG_ VERJFtCATH3N Ne) F,fiG_DJlrl_

H_JS_Q.DS RE_iVkNg F1JJ. VI_HrJ_.ATI_N

Q_ACT_ ! ST_C PR![-0eRA' 82 POST-08RA' 82

(October 1981 - Jenuary 1983) (February 1983 - Ney 1964)

Pos?ported Fu I I Postponed Fu I I
Vert f !¢atlon Vets f lea?Ion Yeti f Ice?Ion Verl f Ica?Ion

(n - 44J) (n · 1,227) (n - _R)O) (n - g_J)

Processing Time In

Calendar Days

X 7.4 7.1 7.1 6.9

S.E. 0.72 0.84 0.74 0. g7
l

Processed W ??h In

5 Calendar Days

X 61 . 3% 61 . 1_ 55.8S 60. I
S.E. 3.6 5.0 _.5 6.1

Cont I _'ued Part lcl-

1_4tIon Beyond
tnltSal t4ant h

X 80.8S? 89. I S 88. O_? 91.7_

S.E. i 1.8 2.1 3.0 1.2

Norms: The lower end uppe_ baunals of the 95_ confidence Tnterval ,my be calculated

by taking the ,men end sub?racctlng or adding the product of the standard error
(S.E.) time 1.96.

?The proportion of Pre-C_GRA'B2 Households ,as slgnlflcantly different from the I_'O-
I)crtlon of Post-081_'82 Households at a .05 level.

eT_e prolx_tion for ExtxKIlted Households vhere verlflcatlon ,as POSel:<med vas signi-

ficantly different from ?he i_ag_-tlon for Expedited Households vho cceeleted Full
Verlflcetlon et a .05 level.
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3.3 MISTAKES IN PROCESSING THROUGH EXPEDITED SERVICE

3.3.1 Compliance with Expedited Service Provisions

During the Post-OBRA'82 period (as shown in Exhibit 3-5), 86.7 percent of expedited

households met the eligibility criteria to receive such services--monthly gross income of

less than $150 and liquid assets of no more than $I00. This was not significantly

different from the proportion ($9.2 percent) of expedited households during the Pre-

OBRA'g2 period that met the previous requirement of zero net income.

The Section which follows discusses the characteristics of two types of mistakes related

to expedited service: (1) households that were clearly designated as receiving expedited

processing even though they did not meet the eligibility requirements for that service,

and (2) households that were eligible for but did not receive expedited service. These

characteristics are shown in Exhibits 3-6 to 3-9 at the end of this Section.

3.3.2 Households That Received But Were Ineligible for Expedited Processing

During the Post-OBRA'82 period, 13.3 percent of households that were clearly designated

in the casefile as receiving expedited service exceeded either the $150 gross income or

the $100 liquid assets limit. Most of these cases (93.9 percent) were fully verified and

were eligible for regular food stamps. These cases may have been "administratively

expedited" because they were thought to be in urgent need of food stamps.

Approximately 3.9 percent of households that received expedited service, or 1.3 percent

of all applicants, may have represented mistakes on the part of local offices; these cases

both exceeded the eligibility limits for expedited service, and did not receive full

verification before receiving food stamps for the first month. 2 Nearly all (95.2 percent)

of these cases, however, continued receiving food stamps beyond the first month, thereby

completing the full verification process that was required in order to receive a second

month of benefits. It should be noted that it was a clear advantage to households to be

expedited since their average processing time was 7.3 calendar days compared to 19.6

2 The sample size of this group (n = 37) was too small to support statistical analysis to
develop a profile of these cases.
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EX_ISIT 3-5

C01qaI.IAN_ IllTH EXPEDITI_ SERYI_ PROVlSIOle3

CIHA_CTERI STIC I:q_-0eRA* 82 POST-C_RA*82

(October 1981'- January 1983) (Fet_ruary lg83 - Nay 1984)

Expedl ?ed Regular Expedited Regular

Appl Icants Appl lcan?s Appl lcd.nfs Appl Ican?s

(n · 1,771) (n -I,029) Cn ,, !,33_S) (n · 1,043)
. i

Eligible Under the
Zero Net I ncame

Tilt

X 89.211 16.711_t 90.011 21 · 311_r
S.E. 2.4 2.4 2.4 1.8

Zef'o Net Income ami

Proctssed Within

3 Working Days
X 47 · 811 _. 011e 47 · 211 4. g_l_e

S.E. 4.7 1.6 4.3 1.5
,,,

El i_ible Under
Gross ! ncoee

and Liquid Asset
Test

m

X 78._:1 1_.2_[e 86.711 15.711e
S.E. !.7 2.2 2.g 1.7

El igible Under the
Poi t-C}eRA ' 82 ?ilts

and Processecl
Within 5 Calender

Days
X 49.711 _. _11e _1 · 111 4.01[*

S.E. 3.3 1.5 4.0 1.3

I_= The lover and upper bounds of _ 9_S confidence in?orval may be calcula-

ted by taking the mean and subtracting or adding the product of the stenclerd error
(S.E.) ?lees 1.96,

?The amen of Pre..<W_'82 Households was significantly different from the ._4n of
Post_q_'82 Households at a .0"_ level.

i i

eThe mean of Expedited Households was significantly different from l_e man of

Rl<_luler Applicant HOusehOICls at a .05 level.
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calendar days for applicants processed through the regular application process (as shown

in Exhibit 3-6).

The proportion of households that received but were ineligible for expedited service was

not significantly different during the Post-OBRA'82 period (13.3 percent) than it was

during the Pre-OBRA'g2 period when 10.g percent of expedited households failed to meet

the zero net income test. The proportion (3.1 percent) of ineligible expedited households

that did not complete full verification before receiving food stamps was not significantly

different from the proportion of such cases (3.9 percent) in the Post-OBRA'S2 period.

Household Composition. In terms of household composition (as shown in Exhibit 3-7),

households that received but were ineligible for expedited processing often had more

dependents than the eligible expedited group:

o Elderly and Disabled Households -- 10.2 percent of the ineligible expedited

households had elderly or disabled members compared to 3.7 percent of the

eligible expedited households;

o Households with Children -- 53.1 percent of the ineligible expedited households

contained children compared to only 37.2 percent of eligible expedited

households; and

o Female Headed Households with Children -- 36.0 percent of ineligible expedited

households were composed of a single female head with children, compared to

18.7 percent of the eligible expedited households.

Income Characteristics. As shown in Exhibit 3-g, the households that received but were

ineligible for expedited service had considerably less income than the households that

were processed under regular application procedures:

o Poverty Level -- ineligible expedited households had gross income that placed

them at _7 percent of the poverty level, compared to 72 percent of the poverty

level for regular applicant households;
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8mIBII 3-6
I_[X;E$5I_Ol_PJlgIH_ISTI_OF ELIGIBLEB(PBDrlH)

B]US840LD5,IIELIGIBLEIDa_EDIT!_H_JSEIgIL!_,ELIGIBLEHOUSEHOLDS
_ __. AND )m_ APPLICANTHOUSEHOLDSINTIi_;

P_'T-O_'82 PERIO0

CHARACTERISTIC EXPEDITED NONEXPEDITED

1 2 3 4

EligibleIneligibleEligibleRegular
(n-1,164)(n-151) (n=lSg) (n-884)

Processing Time in
Calendar Days

T 6.g 7.3 19,4 1g.6
S.E. 0.73 1.60 3.18 2.36

'Processing Within5
CalendarDays

][ 59.1% 57.5% 25.6% 20.6%
S.E. 4.1 6.8 7.0 3.1

ICompletedFul1
Vertfication!_nefit
RecelvingInitial
Benefi ts

lC 65.4% 70.7% - -
S.E.: 6.7 6.0

Continued Participation
BeyondtheFirst
Month

_r 90.5% 93.9% - -
S.E, 1.7 2.9

Ilobms:

I - Eligible Expedited Householdsare cases in the Post-OBRA'82period who
were eligible and received expedited processing. Eligibility was
defined as having less than $150 in monthly gross incomeand no more
than$100in liquidassets.

2 - IneligibleExpeditedHouseholdsreceivedexpeditedprocessingeven
thoughtheyexceededthe eligibilityrequirements.

3- EligibleNonexpeditedHouseholdsreceivedregularprocessingeven
thoughtheymettheeligibilityrequirementsforexpeditedservice.

4 - RecjularHouseholdsexceededtheeligibilitycriteriaforexpedited
serviceand receivedregularprocessing.

III-10



EX{IB1T3.-7
(/)MPOS_ OFEL_IBLE EXPEDITEDHOUSEIJBLDS,

INELI6IBLEEXPEDITEDHIXISE!I]L!]6,ELIGIBLE_HI]Li]6 MHD
NO{'EXPEDITED,AND{EGJL/IRAPPLICANTHOU_E_D.I_IN THE

1'06'T-4W_'82 PERIOD

CHARACTERISTlC EXPEDITED NONEXPEDITED

1 2 3 4

EligibleIneligibleEligibleRegular
(n=1,164)(n=151) (n,,15g)(n=884)

!ElderlyandDisabled
Households

X 3.7% 10.2% 6.5% 20.1%
S.E. 0.6 4.6 2.3 1.6

lHouseholds With
Chi ldren

X 37.2 53.1 45.0 71.8
S.E. 3.6 3.4 5.9 2.0

{HOUSeholdsWithFemale
Headsand Children

][ 18.7% 36.0% 22.2% 34.3%
S.E. 2.7 4.0 4.1 2.7

III)lce_$:

1 = EltgibleExpeditedHouseholdsarecasesinthe Post-OBRA'82periodwho
wereeligibleandr_ceivedexpeditedprocessing.Eligibilitywas
definedas havinglessthan$150inmonthlygrossincomeandnomore
than$100in liquidassets.

2 - IneligibleExpedited_useholdsreceivedexpeditedprocessingeven
thoughtheyexceededtheeligibilityrequirements.

3 = EligibleNonexpeditedHouseholdsreceivedregularprocessingeven
thoughtheymet theeligibilityrequirementsforexpeditedservice.

4 = RegularFbuseholdsexceededtheeligibilitycriteriaforexpedited
serviceand receivedregularprocessing.
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EXIg BlT 3-8
ECONONIC_ISTICS OFELIGIBLEEXPEDITEDHOUSEHOld,

INELIGIBLEEXPEDITEDHOUSEHOI._,ELIGIBLEHOJ_HOU_ WHO
NOTEXPEDITED,ANDEQII._ APR.ICANTHOU_ IN THE

I_'T_' 82 PERIOD

CHARACTERISTIC EXPEDITED NONEXPEDITED

Eligible Ineligible Eligible Regular
(n=1,164)(n-151) (n-159) (n=884)

Monthly Gross Income

X $18.53 $263.60 $36.23 $475.47
S.E. 2.77 12.31 4.80 9.54

Monthly Net Income

X $2.06 $89.14 $7.22 $290.30
S.E. .go 9.47 2.97 11.72

LiquidAssets
X $3.18 $48.77 $ 4.37 $76.54

S.E. 0.54 11.43 1.20 9.86

HouseholdsWithWage
Earners

9.4% 31.2% 8.5% 32.3%
S.E. 1.6 5.2% 2.6 2.1

HouseholdsReceiring
Unemplojmmnt
Compensation _ 1.0% 13.2% 3.4% 14.0%

S.E. 0.5 6.5 1.3 1.7

Households Receiring
Wel fare

3[ 4.0% 28.4% 12.5% 34.3%
S.E. 1.5 6.5 3.8 2.3

Monthly Earned
Income 3[ $9.15 $111.89 $6.99 $226.56

S.E. 1.45 15.74 3.23 12.26
i ,

MonthlyUnearned
Inc_ 3[ $9.38 $151.71 $29.24 $248.92

S.E. 2.39 16.14 4.97 10.28

_: _ expla_tion of grips can be f_nd in not_ at t_ bottm of
Exhibit 2-22.
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o Gross Monthly Income -- during the month of application, ineligible expedited

households reported $263_0 in gross income. While this was substantially more

than the income of eligible expedited cases ($15.53) it was also considerably less

than the income of S_75.q7 reported by regular applicant households;

o Earn!nlRs -- 31.2 percent of ineligible expedited households contained a wage

earner. While this was similar to the proportion among regular applicants (32.3

percent)) the amount of these earnings was considerably lower. Ineligible

expedited households reported an average of $II1.89 in earned income

compared to 3226.56 among regular applicants. (By comparison, only 9.q

percent of eligible expedited households contained wage earners, and their

average earned income was $9.15); and

o Unearned Income -- 13.2 percent of ineligible expedited households received

unemployment compensation and 28.q percent received public assistance. While

these rates are similar to those for the regular applicants, the total amount of

unearned income was considerably less. Ineligible expedited households

reported $151.71 in unearned income compared to $2_g.92 among regular

applicants.

This characterization of ineligible expedited cases, having lower income than regular

applicants and more children or elderly members than eligible expedited households,

again suggests that they may have been "administratively expedited" as a way to assist

households in particular need.

3.3.3 Households That Were EUEible But Did Not Receive Expedited Service

Nationally 15.7 percent of approved applicants in the Post-OBRA'g2 period eligible for

expedited service were not processed under expedited service procedures. This is similar

to the proportion of households (16.7 percent) that did not receive expedited service even

though they had zero net income during the Pre-OBRA'$2 period. White these households

eventually suffered no loss in benefits (since initial benefit amounts were retroactive to

the application date), it did take them considerably longer to receive food stamps (19._

calendar days compared to 7.0 days for the expedited households).
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A comparison (shown in Exhibits 3-6 to 3-9) of eligible cases in the Post-OBRA'g2 period

that did not receive expedited processing to those eligible cases that were expedited

found that the two types of households were similar in size and family composition. The

eligible cases that did not receive expedited processing had more income (the mean gross

monthly income was $36.23 a month compared to $18.53 for the eligible expedited

groups). This was largely due to differences in unearned income; eligible households that

did not receive expedited processing received an average of $29.24 a month in unearned

income compared to $9.38 among the expedited group. Similarly 12.5 percent of eligible

households that did not receive expedited processing compared to 4.0 percent of

households that were expedited were receiving some form of public assistance at the

time of applications where verification wS OF EXPEDITED CASi[S

3.t_.l Background

Since the introduction of expedited service provisions, there has been concern that cases

processed in an accelerated manner are especially prone to fraud and error. The relative

lack of initial verification allowed under these provisions has been one of the reasons for

the persistent questions regarding program integrity.

This study has shown, however, that the majority (two thirds) of expedited cases are fully

verified prior to certification. In addition, the large majority of expedited cases (90

percent) continue to receive food stamps beyond the initial certification month thus

completing verification that may have been postponed. These findings indicate that

participation without verification is less common than presumed for expedited cases.

Therefore, they provide no strong basis for expecting the majority of expedited cases to

be more error prone.

In order to investigate the issue of error' proneness of expedited cases, quality control

(QC) field reviews were conducted on a random sample of expedited cases selected from

all applicants for food stamps during Duly 1984 within a stratified random sample of 60

local food stamp offices. As described in Section One, 950 expedited cases were selected

for review from daily logs maintained by local office staff. Preliminary review showed

that 191 of these cases were misclassified and were not actually approved expedited

cases receiving food stamps in Duly. Field reviews were then attempted for the
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EXHIBIT3-9
BBfd:IT OIARACTERISTICSOFI:1I$IBLE EXPEDITEDHOUSEHOt.DS,

INELIGIBLEF.XPB}ITEDHOUZHOLDS,ELIGIBLEHOU_ WHO
Hffl' EXPEDITED,ANDIEgJLAR APPLICANTHOIL_ IN

Im_l'_' B2 PERIOD

CHARACTERISTIC EXPEDITED NONEXPEDITED

I 2 '3 4!

EligibleIneligibleEligibleRegular
(n-1,164)(n=151) (n-159) (n=884)

Monthly Coupon
A1lotment

l[ $137.38 $131.41 $136.85$114.26
S.E.i 7.05 8.63 8.96 3.27

J

Per Capita Benefit

Y $68.89 $57.89 $68.04 $38.84

S.Eoi 0,82 1,30 1.13 0.99
. ]

Rotes:

i = Eligibl.e Expedited Householdsare cases in the Post-OBRA'82period who
wereeligibleandreceivedexpeditedprocessing.Eligibilitywas
definedas havinglessthan$150inmonthlygrossincomeand nomore
than$100in liquidassets.

2 - IneligibleExpeditedHouseholdsreceivedexpeditedprocessingeven
thoughtheyexoeededtheeligibilityrequirements.

3 = E)igibleNonexpeditedHouseholdsreceivedregularprocessingeven
thoughtheymet theeligibilityrequirementsforexpeditedservice.

4 = RegularHouseholdsexceededtheeligibilitycriteriaforexpedited
serviceand receivedregularprocessing.
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remaining 759 cases. Of these cases, 12 percent or 89 cases were unable to be located

for review, 5 percent or 35 cases refused to cooperate with field reviewers, and 3

percent or 25 cases were unable to be reviewed because the case record was missing or

for other miscellaneous reasons. No data are available on characteristics of these

missing case_ to assess potential non-response bias. In summary, the completion rate for

attempted field reviews was 80 percent resulting in a final analysis sample of 610 cases.

As in the rest of this study, the definition of an expedited case is based on the local

office designation whenever possible. Cases which the local office clearly singles out

(usually on the basis of income and assets eligibility) for accelerated processing were

therefore selected for quality control field reviews. As this study has shown, the

majority of these cases were fully verified and/or were not processed within five

calander days. However, for quality control purposes a more restricted definition of

expedited is normally used. Only expedited cases receiving postponed verification and

processed within the expedited timeframe are usually considered "expedited." Therefore

variances discovered in such a case can be excluded and will not conl_ibute to error due

to the "expedited" status of the case. Ali other expedited cases, (i.e., those designated

as such by the local agency but fully verified or exceeding the processing standard) are

considered as regular cases during the normal quality control review and no variances are

waived.

In this study the use of the more restricted definition of "expedited" would have resulted

in too few cases to support the statistical analysis of error rates. 3 Therefore the local

office designation was used. All cases designated as expedited by the local office were

included in the sample for field reviews regardless of whether they had received

postponed verification or had been processed in five days. All sampled expedited cases

were then reviewed as regular cases (i.e., no variances were excluded because of

post ported verification).

3Of the 1230 expedited cases sampled during 3uly 1980 for which data were available,
only 132 cases, or about 11 percent, had postponed verification and were processed
within the expedited timeframe. Even fewer of these cases are available among the
random subsample selected for QC reviews.
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3.t$.2 Findings

Exhibit 3-10 shows payment error rates for expedited food stamp cases in Duly 1984

compared to the average US. National rate for Fiscal Year 1984. Six percent of the

value of all food stamp allotments issued to expedited cases were in error while 7.7

percent of the value of all allotments issued to households receiving food stamps during

Fiscal Year 1984 were in error. This difference was not statistically significant

indicating that error rates for expedited cases should be considered about the same as for

regular cases. Thus expedited cases do not result in more losses due to error than the

regular food stamp caseload. As mentioned earlier, the majority of expedited cases are

fully verified. That is in terms of verification practices expedited cases are largely

treated as regular cases. This may in large part explain the findings of no difference in

error rates between expedited and regular cases.

It is possible that an error analysis for a restricted sample of expedited cases, i.e., those

having had postponed verification and processed within five days, would produce findings

different from those reported here. However, due to the Iow incidence of such cases,

approximately 2-3 percent of all applicants, this issue could not be addressed within the

scope of this study.

Exhibit 3-11 shows case and dollar error rates and the type of error: overissuances or

underissuances_ Rates for expedited cases in Duly 19g_ are compared to U_. National

rates for Fiscal Year 1984 (October 1983 - September 1954). This comparison is useful to

examine both the level and the pattern of errors in the expedited versus regular caseload.

In terms of cases in error, the regular food stamp caseload has almost twice the

incidence of error as found in expedited cases; 23.4 versus 12.1 percent. For both the

regular food stamp caseload and expedited cases, the majority of these errors are

overissuances. However, the regular food stamp caseload has relatively more

underissuance error cases than the expedited caseload.

!n terms of dollars issued in error, the large gap seen between the number of expedited

and regular cases in error is lessened, but the regular caseload still exceeds the expedited

caseload. For the regular caseload 10.9 percent of all dollars were issued in error while

6.9 percent of all expedited food stamp dollars were issued in error. This finding is

consistent with the fact that average allotments for expedited cases are significantly

higher than regular cases since expedited households have less income. The pattern of
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EXHIBIT 3-10

Payment Error Rates for Expedited Food Stamp Cases in 3uly 1_0
Compared to Average U.S. National Rate for Fiscal Year 1980

In

Characteristic Expedited Cases-_ All Cases_#

Reported payment error rate 6.0 7.7

Regressed payment error rate --- g.7

I

*/Based on quality conlrol field reviews for a sample of 610 cases receiving expedited
service during 3uly 19g_.

**/U.S. national average QC rates for Fiscal Year 198_.
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EXHIBIT 3-11

C_m of Food Stamp Quality Control Findings f_ Expedlcted Cases with Findings for AU Food S_p C_
ii ,11 ii mi · im I I i

Cases Dollars

Expedited All Expedited AH
(3uly 198#) (Oct.-Sept. 198_) (3uly 198q) (Oct.-Sep. 19841

Completed Sample Reviews 610 67,778 $$86,269 $6,616,739

% in error 12.1 23.t_ 6.9 10.9

Overissuancesl 10.0 16.3 6.0 8.6
_-4
_4

U rider issuances 2.1 7.1 1.0 2.3

i

SOURCES- The expedited rates were estimated from a special quality control review sample containing
610 expedited cases. The U.S. National data are from the Food Stamp Quality Control Executive
Overview Fiscal Year 198_, published in March 1986.

NOTE: All means and proportions are weighted; sample sizes are unweighted.

l Includes overissuances and issuances to ineligibiles.



dollars in error is the same for both regular and expedited cases; the large majority of

dollars in error are overissuances rather than underissuances.

Exhibit 3-12 shows the distribution of variances for all cases in the expedited sample in

terms of the program factors as well as the source, participant or agency, of the

variance. The distribution of variances for Fiscal Year 198u U.S. National data are also

included for comparison. The major areas leading to variances for regular cases are

deductions and income, 39 and 35 percent respectively, with the non-financial area

producing 16 percent of variances. For expedited cases, as in regular cases, the area of

income is a major cause of variances, _1 percent, but deductions lead to variances much

less so, only 17 percent. For expedited cases the non-financial and resource areas are

slightly more likely to lead to variances than in regular cases. The source of variances is

split almost equally for expedited and regular cases; 52 or 50 percent are attributed to

participants while _8 or 50 percent are attributed to the agency.

In summary, quality control error data show that overpayment error rates for expedited

cases are no different than for regular cases. Generally speaking, the pattern of types of

payment errors as well as program factors leading to variances and source of variance

shows considerable similarity across expedited and regular cases. This supports the

position that the same causal factors may be leading to error in all of the caseload

including expedited cases.

3.5 OPgqIONS REGARDING EXPEDITED SERVICE

3.5.1 Background

The most frequent concerns regarding expedited service in the Food Stamp Program have

been that it constitutes an undue administrative burden, that it leads to error, and that it

actually may be unnecessary. This point of view was reported by the General Accounting

Office (GAO) in their 1982 study of expedited service. _ According to GAO, State

officials reported wanting to modify or eliminate expedited service as a federal

mandate. It is important to point out_ however, that the GAO findings resulted from

t_U.S. General Accounting Office. Expedited Service in the Food Stamp Program. CED-
S2-59, March 15, 1982.
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EXHIBIT 3-12

Distribution of Variances for Expedited Service QC Cases I
i

By Source
Total Par ticipa nt Agency U.S. Nati onal Cornparison

Program Factor Frequency Percent # % tt % October ° September '80

N on-fi nanciai 2 23 22% 16 15% 7 7% 16%
Resources 10 10% 7 7 3 3% 7%
Income _2 _1% 28 27% 1_ 1_% 35%
Deductions 17 17% 3 396 10 1_% 39%
Other 3 11 10% 0 11 10% 3%
Total 10-_ 100% 5-'q 52% _9 ag% 100%

U.S.National Comparison 50% 50%
October - September 'g0

e-4

I
bo

IVariances occur in a case when information verified by the QC reviewer, as of the review date,
differs from information used at the time of most recent certification action or when policy has been
misapplied for individual elements of eligibility and basis of issuance. Not all variances will result
in a case being in error. However, only variances occurring in error cases are reported and included in
the above table. There can frequently be more than one variance in a case with no clear indication as to
whid_ of these is most significant for analysis and/or corrective action. Therefore, the State agency
is not required to identify a primary variance contributing to error, nor to allocate dollar losses among
variances in a case.

2The non-financial area includes variances detected in one or more of the following: work
registration, citizenship, residency, household size and composition, or social security enumeration.

3The other area includes variances resulting from arithmetic mistakes, lranscriptions, etc.



respondents in only four States and were prior to the legislative changes in the expedited

service provisions.

In order to discover the current national viewpoint of food stamp officials and eligibility

workers, this study collected interview data from officials in all States and the District

of Columbia. Questionnaire data were collected from local food stamp officials and

eligibility workers in a nationally representative sample of 60 local food stamp offices.

These survey activities are described in Section 1._._ The following Section describes

the survey findings that relate specifically to opinions and recommendations for change.

3.5.2 Findings

Exhibit 3-13 displays how three groups of respondents, State and local officials and

eligibility workers (EWs), answered questions related to their perception of expedited

service. When asked) ')Do you think the relative lack of verification leads to abuse by

clients?" 56 percent of all respondents thought _it did. This opinion was much more

common among eligibility workers (71 percent) compared to State officials (43 percent).

When asked) '_)o you think most expedited recipients are truly in immediate and serious

need of food stamps?" 8# percent of all respondents agreed that there was a true need.

Eligibility workers were relatively less convinced of the need (72 percent1 compared to

State officials (90 percent). Thus although expedited service still raises concern

regarding possible abuse, the large majority of respondents believe recipients of

expedited service are genuinely needy.

When asked, "If expedited service were eliminated do you think needy people would be

less likely to receive timely food stamps?" the majority of all respondents did not think

eliminating expedited service would result in less timely receipt of food stamps. But

about one-third of all respondents thought it would create this problem. When asked how

the elimination of expedited service might affect program administration, responses

were somewhat mixed depending upon which respondent group answered. The most

frequent response was that its elimination would simplify administration) however, 38-_0

percent of local officials and eligibility workers felt it would neither simplify nor

complicate program administration and 6-17 percent of all respondents felt the

elimination of expedited service would complicate program administration.
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EXHIBIT 3-13

Opinions/Recommendations DJ State and Local Administrators and Eligibility Workers Regarding Expedited Service

PERCENTAGE RESPONDING

RESPONDENT DONrr

QUESTION TYPE YES NO KNOW

Do you think the relative lack of STATE _3 53
verification leads to abuse by LOCAL _ _ 2
clients? EWs 71 29 0

Do you think most expedited STATE 90 8 2
recipients are truly in immediate LOCAL g9 9 2
and serious need of Joocl stamps? EWs 72 2g 0fo

Lo

if expedited service were eliminated STATE /_0 60 0
do you think needy people would be LOCAL 38 62 0
less likely to receive timely EWs 33 67 0
food stamps?

NEITHER
SIMPLIFY

RESPONDENT NOR DON'T

_)UESTION TYPE SIMPLIFY COMPLICATE COMPLICATE KNOW

How would the elimination of STATE 76 16 8 0
expedited service affect program LOCAL _3 3g 17 2
administration? EWs 50 4_ 6 0

ELIMINATE KEEP IT THE KEEP IT BUT DONrr
ALTOGETHER WAY IT iS MAKE CHANGES KNOW

il it were up to you what would STATE 20 23 57 0
you do? LOCAL 1_ _3 _ 1 2

EWs 2_ 33 32 1[



When asked, 'elf it were up to you what would you do?" less than a quarter of all

respondents recommended eliminating expedited service, about a third would keep it the

way it is, and the majority of all respondents would keep it but make changes. The most

frequent change recommended by State respondents was to increase the processing time

for expedited cases. The second most frequent recommendation was to require full

verification.

It seems apparent that State and local respondents, while not fully opposed to expedited

service provisions, continue to voice some concerns about the expedited service

procedures themselves, namely, the relatively short timeframe and the postponement of

verification.
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SECTION FOUR

EFFECTS OF THE LEGISLATIVE CHANGE

tt.l OVERVIEW AND SUMMARY

In order to limiteligibilityfor expeditedserviceto the most needy householdsand to

reduce administrativeburden,the Omnibus Budget ReconciliationAct of 1982 (OBRA'82)

prescribed new eligibility requirements and processing time standards. As of February I,

1983, households applying for food stamps had to meet strict gross income and asset

eligibility criteria to qualify for expedited service -- less than $150 in gross monthly

income and no more than $100 in liquid assets. This was a change from the previous

provisions when eligibility was based on zero net monthly income. OBRA'82 also

extended processing time for expedited service from three working days to five calendar

days.

This section provides information on how the OBRA'82 changes affected the number and

characteristics of households receiving expedited service. The study also assessed

whether processing time and verification practices changed and to what extent other

impacts occurred. The descriptive data on administrative characteristics of expedited

cases are included in Section III, and the multivariate analyses of administrative impacts

are included in Appendix B.

This study found that nationally about 34 percent of all food stamp applicants receive

expedited service. This rate of utilization is q.l percentage points lower than it was

prior to OBRA'82, and multivariate analyses show that about two-thirds of the observed

decline can be attributed to the legislative change.

Both descriptive and multivariate analyses confirmed that the legislative changes

tightened eligibility for expedited service and affected the economic characteristics of

the expedited caseload. Monthly gross income and liquid assets of expedited households

in the Post-OBRA'82 period were significantly lower than Pre-OBRA'82. The distribution

of income and assets among expedited households, however, was, and is, so sharply

skewed toward zero that changes in eligiblity criteria can result in only moderate effects

on the proportion of applicants eligible for expedited service. As an additional indication

of legislative impact, this section demonstrates how characteristics of that portion of
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the caseload affectedby the legislativechange (householdswith zero net income but

whose monthly grossincome was $150 or more or whose liquidassetswere more than

$100) differfrom that portionof thecaseload stilleligibleunder both oldand new setsof

eligibility requirements.

Both descriptive and multivariate analyses showed that the implementation of OBRA'g2

had little impact on the non-economic characteristics of the expedited population. Also,

contrary to expectations, the legislative changes had no significant influence on the

administration of expedited cases as measured by processing time, verification practices

and compliance with expedited service provisions.

I_.2 CHANGES _i THE PROPORTION OF HOUSEHOLDS RECEIVING EXPEDITED

SERVICE

_.2.1 Observed National Changes

This study estimated that nationally during the Post-OBRA'82 period, about 3t_ percent of

all food stamp applicant s received expedited service. This proportion_represents a

decline of _.1 percentage points in the number of applicants receiving expedited

service. During the Pre-OBRA'32 period, before the implementation of the new

regulations, approximately 38.1 percent of the different households that applied for and

were approved to receive food stamps were expedited. The decline of t_.t percentage

points in the proportion of expedited applicants (from 38.1 percent to 3q.0 percent) was

statistically significant and can be interpreted as the observed decline in expedited

applicants. As described below, to determine the portion of this observed decline due to

the legislative change, it was necessary to conduct multivariate statistical analyses.

The drop in the proportion of expedited applicants following the implementation of new

procedures appeared to be significantly greater in small and moderate size offices than it

was in large offices. The proportion of expedited cases appeared to drop 2.7 percentage

points {from 39.9 percentage to 37.3 percent) in large offices, compared to drops of 7.9

percentage points in moderate size offices (from 3_.1 percent to 26.2 percent_ and in

small offices {from 33.! percent to 25.2 percent). While suggestive, these findings should

be interpreted with caution, since the number of offices in each size category (n=20) in

which cases were clustered was small.
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During the study period there was also a significant decline in the proportion of

expedited applicants as a proportion of the entire unduplicated food stamp caseload

(comprised of both approved applicants and ongoing cases). During the Post-OBRA'82

period, applicants receiving expedited service represented approximately 19.2% of the

unduplicated food stamp caseload of 1_.1 million different households. This decrease of

3.6 percentage points from 22.8 percent during the Pre-OBRA'82 period was also

statistically signifi cant.

1t.2.2 Seasonal Trends

Exhibit _-1 shows changes over the course of the study in the proportion of new cases in

the Food Stamp Program receiving expedited service. As can be seen, there was a steady

increase in the proportion of expedited households during the Pre-OBRA'82 period from

35._ percent in the first four months (October 1981 - January 1982) to _l.t_ percent

during the last four months of the Pre-OBR^'82 period (October 1982 - January 1983).

Following the date for national implementation of the new regulations, there was a drop

in the proportion of expedited households to 36.6 percent of all approved applicant

households during the first four months of the Post OBRA'82 period (February- May

1983) and 32.9 percent in the next twelve months.

These trends indicate that the drop in the proportion of expedited households cannot be.

explained by seasonality. When we excluded the four month periods adjacent to the

implementation date and look at comparable months, the drop in the proportion of

expedited households is still evident. There was a drop of 3.7 percentage points between

the first twelve months of the Pre-OBRA'82 period to 32.9 percent during the period

containing the same set of months at the end of the Post-OBRA'82 period. This drop is

similar in magnitude to the decrease of t_.l percentage points in the proportion of

expedited households observed over the entire sixteen month Pre- and Post-OBRA'82

periods. Regression analyses also support the conclusion that the drop in the proportion

of expedited service cases was not influenced by seasonality. These analyses found that

controlling for seasonality did not effect the estimated impact of the expedited service

regulation changes.
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EXHIBIT 4-1

CHANGES IN T14E PERC_ENT OF APPLICANTS

WHO 'e_RE EXPED I TED

OBR^' 82

IMPLEMENTAT ION

45%

41.4%
! , ,

40_I

)8.1%

)6.6%

.56.4%

.5_.4%

))f, 3).3%

33.0%

30% .mm

Oct-Jan Feb-May Jun-Sep Oci'-Jen FeD-May Jun-Sep Oct-Jan Feb-May
1981 !982 1983 19B4

PRE-OBRA' 82 POST-OB_A '82

SOURCE: These percentages were estimated with am applicant casefrie absfractlon

Oate base containing 5,284 observations.
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t_.2.3 Economic Conditions

On the other hand, there appeared to be a relationship between the local unemployment

rates faced by the food stamp applicants and the proportion of expedited cases. The

average local county unemployment rate for sampled sites rose from 9.2 percent at the

beginning of the study (October 1981 - 3anuary 19821 to 11.6 percent just before

OBRA'82 implementation (October 1982 - 3anuary 1983) and then declined to 9.2 percent

at the end of the study period (February - May 198#).

_.3 EFFECTS OF THE LEGISLATIVE CHANGE

_.3.1 Decreased Use of Expedited Service

The descriptive analyses above indicate evidence of declining proportions of expedited

applicants after the legislative changes were implemented. Multivariate regression

based models were used to determine how much of this observed change was due to the

legislative changes. The multiple variable models controlled for such factors as changing

State and local area economic conditions and shifts in the demographic composition of

the caseload that may otherwise confound the estimates. For example, the revised

expedited service regulations were implemented at the peak of the recent recession.

Improving economic conditions after implementation partially explain the observed

reduction in the number of expedited service applicants after the regulation changes.

Models of the probability of receiving expedited service were estimated with the 5,28_

observations in the 1981-198_ casefile data base. Appendix B provides the specification

of the models and detailed findings. The results show that about 62 percent (2.9

percentage points) of the observed _.7 percentage point reduction in the probability of

receiving expedited service is due to the OBRA'$2 legislation after including controls

potentially confounding this effect. 1 The remaining 1.8 percentage point reduction was

lin Section _.2. l, we described a reduction following the implementation of OBRA'g2
regulations of q.l percentage points in the proportion of different applicant households
who received food stamps through expedited service procedures. That figure was based
on analysis of data from a stratified random sample of 25,782 casefiles. The estimated
4.7 percentage point reduction in the probability of receiving expedited service,
described above, was based on the analysis of a subsample of 5,254 casefiles from which
detailed information on household characteristics was abstracted. The two estimates are
not significantly different, and the discrepancy that exists between them may be
ascribed to differences in the two samples on which they were based.
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due to, and about evenly divided between, the shifting demographic composition of the

sample and the changing State and local economic conditions between the two periods.

Contributing to the shifting demographic sample composition effects are differences

between the Pre- and Post-OBRA'82 samples in household monthly income, geographic

location, elderly household members, season of the year in which the unit applied, and

processing time. Changing monthly State unemployment rates as a ratio of the prior 12-

month lagged monthly unemployment rate, and changing welfare costs and caseloads are

the State economic condition measures controlled in the model.

The estimated OBRA'g2-related 2.9 percentage point net reduction in the proportion of

approved applicants receiving expedited service is a net estimate averaged over

population subgroups affected by the regulation changes and represents a relatively small

impact on the total caseload. It translates into approximately 376,000 fewer cases

between the two periods (about 282,000 on an approximate annualized basis). Another

estimated 219,000 cases (16q,000 on an annualized basis) dropped from the expedited

service caseload for reasons unrelated to the OBRA'g2 expedited service regulation

changes.

_.3.2 Tightening of Eligibility Requirements

The OBRA'82 legislative changes effectively tightened eligibility for expedited service.

When we considered all households in the Pre-OBRA'82 period that had zero net income,

it was found that 12._ percent had $150 or more in gross monthly income; 8.0 percent had

liquid assets in excess of $100; and 13.8 percent would have failed at least one of these

tests. In contrast, only 3.5 percent of households meeting the gross income and liquid

assets test would have been ineligible under the previous zero net income test. The

multiple variable models of expedited service household characteristics described in

Appendix 13 confirm that OBRA'g2 legislation targeted this service on lower income,

lower asset households.

The changes in income and assets of expedited households between the Pre- and Post-

OBRA'g2 periods can be seen from the following descriptive findings: The switch to a
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5150 gross income limit significantly reduced the monthly gross income of expedited

cases. The average monthly gross income of expedited applicants during the Post-

OBRA'82 period was 550.82 compared to 562.31 for expedited applicants during the Pre-

OBRA'82 period. The introduction of a 5100 liquid asset limit significantly reduced the

liquid assets of expedited households. During the Post-OBRA'82 period, expedited

service households had a mean of 59.18 in liquid assets compared to a mean of 531.96

during the Pre-OBRA'82 period before the liquid asset tests was introduced.

_.3.3 Limitations on Legislative Impact

As discussed earlier, after the change to a 5150 gross income and 5100 liquid asset tests,

the proportion of applicants receiving expedited service dropped _.1 percentage points.

Descriptive and multivariate analysis of income and asset data help explain the

magnitude of the change observed following the introduction of new eligibility

requirements. First, net income, gross income and liquid assets are closely related so

that 87.6 percent of food stamp households with zero net income had less than 5150 in

gross income and 92.0 percent had 5100 or less in liquid assets.

Second, (as shown in Exhibit _-2) the income and asset distributions of expedited food

stamp households are sharply skewed toward zero. During the Post-OBRA'$2 period, 69.2

percent of expedited applicants had no gross income during the month they applied, and

90.0 percent had no net income. (Similarly, during the Pre-OBRA'82 period _;6.7 percent

of expedited households reported no gross income, and 89.2 percent reported no net

income during the month they applied).

The distribution of liquid assets _ras also highly skewed toward zero; 82.1 percent of

expedited cases in the Post-OBRAt82 period had no liquid assets, compared to 74.9

percent of expedited cases in the Pre-OBRA'82 period, before the liquid assets

requirement was introduced. The skewness of the liquid assets distribution was evident

with regular food stamp applicants as well; during the Post-OBPA'82 period 62.3 percent

of regular applicants had no liquid assets and 86.9 percent had no more than $100 in

liquid assets.

P_ecause of the skewness of these distributions, changes in the gross income and liquid

assets requirements had (and will have) only moderate impact on the proportion of

applicants eligible for expedited service. For example, the imposition of a liquid asset
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EXHIBIT 4-2

DISTRIBUTiOi C_FE:XPE:DI_ AND REGULAR NDPL.ICANT HOUSF.HOU_

ON _ INI:Z3qE, Glia:_$ INCO_, AND LIQUID A._SETS

O_J_AOTERI STICS lal_ -0BRA, 82 P0ST-OaRA ' 82

(O¢?ober 1961 - January 19831 (F_ruary 1983 - May 19641
i

Expe_ I ted Ragu I ar Exl:md I ted Ragu Iar

ADpI I cants Apl= I I cants App I I cants App I I canl's

(n · 1,7711 (n · 1,0201 (n · 1,3331 Cn· 1,043

i !NET _0NTHLY Cumula?lve $ Cumulative $ Cumulative $ Cumula*lve S

INCONE

0 89.2 16.7 90.0 21.3

S 1 - 49 91.4 22.3 93.3 27.0

S 50 - 99 94.1 31.0 95.4 36.7

S100 - 149 95.3 _3.0 96.7 43.3

S150 - 199 96.6 48.4 97.8 52.4

S200 - 299 98. I 63.7 98.6 66.0

$300 - .199 f18.9 76.2 99.2 76.9

S400 - 499 99.6 84.6 99.7 85.6

$500- I00 100 100 100
H,

GROSSM01qTHLY

INCOME

0 66.7 12-3 69.2 10.9

$ I - 49 70.6 12.5 72.5 11.5

S 50 - 99 77.2 1&.2 79.7 14.5

SI00 - I49 IL3.6 16.3 67.7 I6.8

S150 - 199 88.8 19.6 92.0 21.6

S200 - 299 94.7 ._8· 4 96.2 _). 3

S300 - 399 97.6 53.1 98.0 57.1

_00 - 499 98.9 68.1 99. I 67 · ?

5500 - 599 99.6 78.0 99.5 76.9

S600 - 699 100 85.7 99.8 _M.7

S700+ 100 100 I00 100
Il

',. IQUID ASSrT$

0 74.9 66-4 8:2. I 62.3

S I - 49 g0.6 lL3.,1 g5.3 82.2

S _0 - 99 92.2 06.7 97.3 86.9

S100 - 149 g,4.9 89.3 gl3.8 69.8_

S150", 100 100 100 100
i
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test of $50 rather $100 would have eliminated about 2 percent of Post-OBRA'S2

expedited cases. The liberalization to a $150 liquid assets limit would make about 3

percent of regular applicant households eligible for expedited processing.

This picture is similar for changes in gross income requirements. The introduction of

5100 rather than 5150 as a gross income requirement would eliminate about 3 percent of

Post-OBRA'82 expedited cases. Similarly the adoption of a more liberal $200 limit would

increase the number of regular applicant households eligible for expedited service by

about 5 percent.

_.t_ CHARACTERISTICS OF HOUSEHOLDS AFFECTED BY THE CHANGE IN

EXPEDITED SERVICE ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS

The change in expedited service regulations was intended to target expedited service to

those households with lower assets and income. In order to help assess the extent to

which the OBRA'82 changes accomplished that objective, this Section describes the

characteristics of the households that were affected by the change. Specifically, this

Section describes the characteristics of households that were affected by the change in

eligiblity requirements--households with zero net income but with monthly gross income

of 0150 or more or with liquid assets more than 5100. This affected group is compared to

households that were eligible for expedited service under both old and new sets of

eligibility requirements. These groups were defined on income and asset characteristics,

rather than actual receipt of expedited service. To increase sample sizes, groups were

aggregated for the entire study period from October 1981 through May 1985. 2

For the sake of comparability these findings (shown in Exhibits _-3 to q-5 in this Section)

also include the group of households that should have been processed under regular

procedures under either set of eligibility criteria.

2This procedure resulted in (1) a sample of t_80 affected households that satisfied only
the zero net income requirement, (2)a sample of 2,666 households that satisfied both the
old and new eligibility reuqirements for expedited service, and (3) a sample of 1,783
households that exceeded both sets of eligibility requirements and so would have been
processed under regular procedures.

IV-9



_._.1 Household Composition of Affected Households

The households eliminated from eligibility for expedited processing (i.e., households that

only met the zero net income requirement) tend to be distinctly different in composition

from households that met both the previous and the new eligibility limits (as shown in

Exhibit 4-3). The affected households tend to be larger and to have more children:

o Household Size. Households affected by the limits were significantly larger

(mean = 2.t+ members) than households that remained eligible fmean = 2.1

members). Affected households were significantly smaller than households

that were only eligible for regular processing (mean = 3.2 members);

o Elderly and Disabled Households. 17.7 percent of the affected households,

compared to 3.g percent of households that remained eligible, contained

elderly or disabled members;

o Households With Children -- 53.8 percent of the affected households had

children, compared to 39._ percent of households that met both old and new

eligibility requirements;

o Households With Female Heads -- 52.6 percent of affected households were

headed by women, compared to 40.3 percent of households that remained

eligible for expedited service; and

o Households With Female Heads and Children. On the other hand, the change

in eligibility requirements did not appear to affect female headed households

with children; 21.9 percent of affected households and 19.5 percent of

households eligible under both requirements were comprised of a female

household head and children. (In comparison 34.9 percent of regular

applicant households were comprised of female household heads and

children).
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EXHIBIT 4-3

COIqPO$1TIONOFHOUSEHOLDSNEETIHGBOTH THE PRIOR

AND IEW ELI;IBILITY REQUIRENENTS FOR EXPEDITED SERVICE,

HOUSEHOLDS HEETINGONLY THE OLD NET INCONE TEST,

ANOHOUSEHOLDSI_ETtNG#EITHERREQUIREHENT

CHARACTERISTIC Both Net Only Nelthe_

Ellglble E}lglble Eligible
(n = 2,665) (n · 480) (n · 1,783)

Elderly and Disabted
Households

X 3.8% 17.7% a 22.25

S.E. 0.6 4.2 2.3

,Households W_th Children

X 39.4% 53.8%a 74.7%b

S.E. 2.8 3.8 1.6

IHouseholds With Single
Parents and Children

X 23.1% 28.0_ 3g.8% b

S.E. 2.9 1.6 2.1

IHouseholds With Female

Heads

X 40.3% 52.6% a 58.7%
S.E. 2.9 4.0 3.9

Households With Single
Female Heads and

Children

19.5% 21.9% 34.9_ b
S.E. 2.9 1.5 2.1

Notes: An explanation of groups is provided in the notes follo, lng Exhibit
2-19.

aNet Only households were slgnlflcantly different from Both Eligible
households at a .05 level.

bna? Only households .ere significantly different from Neither

Eligible households at a .05 level.
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4.4.2 Economic Characteristics of Affected Households

As expected, the tightening of eligibilityrequirements affected households with earnings

and households that received various sources of unearned income (as shown in Exhibit _-

4). In comparison to households that remained eligible under both sets of criteria

affected households tended to be:

o More Apt to Contain Wage Earners -- 27.3 percent of affected households

contained wage earners compared to 9._ percent of households that

remained eligible. The average monthly earned income of affected

households was $69.61 compared to $7.40 among households that remained

eligible;

o More Apt to Receive Unearned Income. Affected households had an average

of $119.23 in monthly unearned income compared to $11_._5 among

households that remained eligible. On the other hand, the unearned income

of households only eligible for regular processing under both sets of criteria

was $257.22;

o More Apt to Receive Unemployment Compensation -- 6.Q percent of

affected households, compared to 1.1 percent of households that remained

eligible, were receiving unemployment compensation. (in comparison 15.q

percent of households only eligible for regular food stamp processing were

receiving unem ploym ent com Pensation);

o More Apt to Receive Social Security and SSI -- 10.1 Percent of affected

households were receiving Social Security and S.0 percent were receiving

SSI. Virtually none of the households that remained eligible for expedited

service were receiving either Social Security or SSI. (in comparison, 16.5

percent of households only eligible for regular processing were receiving

Social Security and 9.6 percent were receiving SSI); and

o More Apt to be Receiving Public Assistance and AFDC -- 25.3 percent of

affected households were receiving some form of publicassistance and 10.g

percent were receiving AFDC. In contrast, only 5.0 percent of households

that remained eligiblewere receiving some form of public assistance and
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EXHIBIT 4-4

ECONO#IC CI4ARACTER!STtC_ OF HOUSEHOLDS MEETING BOTH THE

PRIOR AND NEW ELiGIBiLITY REQUIREHENT$ FOR EXPEDITED SERVICE,

HOUSEHOLDS HEETING ONLY THE OLD NET INCOHE TEST, AND

HOUSEHOLDS HF.,_TtNG NEITHER REQUIREJ4ENT

CHARACTERISTIC Both Net Only Nelther

Eligible Eligible Eligible
(n · 2,666) (n = 480) (n · 2,783)

Gross Monthly Income

S18.84 S188.85 a S485.90 b
S.E. 2.00 12.31 8.05

!Liquid Assets

S3.51 S158.60 a S69.55 b

S.E. 0.34 17.62 7.75

iMonthly Earned Income

X S7.40 S69.61 a S228.69 b

S.E. 1.10 12.58 9.53

Monthly Unearned Income

$11.45 S119.23 a S257.22 b

S.E. .2.14 12.87 7.58

IHouseholds With Wage
Earners

X 9.4% 27.350 33.25

S.E. 1.6 3.5 1.6

Households Receiving
Unemployment Compensation

1.1% 6.4$ 15.4S b

S.E. 0.3 5.0 1.4

Notes: An explanation of groups Is provided In the notes followlng
Exhibit 2-19.

aNet Only households were significantly different from Both Eligible
households at a .05 level.

bNeT Only households were significantly differen, from Neither Eligible
households at a .05 level.
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only 1.5 percent were receiving AFDC. (Among households only eligible for

regular processing, 35.2 percent were receiving some form of public

assistance, and 22.8 percent were receiving AFDC).

Benefits. Finally (as shown in Exhibit 4-5), affected households received an average of

$62.45 in per capita food stamp benefits. This was somewhat less than the per capita

benefits ($67.15) of households that remained eligible and significantly more than the per

capita benefits ($35.50) of households that were only eligible for regular processing.

The change in eligibility criteria affected larger households and households more apt to

contain children or elderly members than households that remained eligible for expedited

service. Affected households were more apt to contain wage earners and be receiving

public income transfer payments. These findings, are consistent with multivariate

analyses reported in Appendix B. On the other hand, the number of such affected

households was sufficiently small so as not to significantly alter the overall composition

of the caseload that continued to be eligible for expedited service.
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EXRIBIT 4-5

BENEFIT CHARACTERISTICS OF HOUSEHOLDS NEETING BOTH THE PRIOR

AND IE¥ E].IGIBILITY REQUIRE]RENTS FOR EXPEDITED SERVICE,

HOUSEHOLDS NEETING ONLY THE OLD NET INCONE TEST,

AHO HOUSEHOLDS MEETING NEITHER REQUIREHENT

CHARACTERi ST I C BOth Net On I y Ne I ?her

Eligible ! Eligible 2 Ellglble 3
Cn· 2,625) (n · 472) (n - 1,77_))

IMonthly Coupon Allotment

$132.62 S142._7 SI08.38 b
S,E. 6.41 7.38 2.47

!Per Capita Benefits
S67.16 S62.45 a S35.50 b

S._. 0.66 2.45 0.84

Motes: This table shows the characteristics of the folloulng three groups

of food stamp households over the 32 month study period from October 1981

through May 1984. The classification used In this table was based on

Income and asset characteristics rather than on actual receipt of expedited

service,

IBoth Eligible.. Applicant households who received food stamps and met both
the previous (net Income of zero) and the new ellglbllty requirements for

expedited service (monthly gross Income of less than S150 and Ilquld assets
of no more than S100).

2Net Only Eligible. Applicant households who received food stamps end had
zero net Income but exceeded the ney eligibility requirements for expedited

service (monthly gross Income of less than SiS0 and liquid assets of no

more than SI00). This group Illustrates the charecterlstlcs of households
denied expedited processing by the Implementation of the OBRA'B2 eligibil-
ity requirements.

3Nelther Eligible. Applicant households vho received food stamps and vould

have been inellglble of processing under expedited service under either set

of regulations. These households had a monthly net income greater than
zero and either $150 or more In monthly gross income or more than S100 in

liquid assets.

aNet 0nly households ,ere significantly different from Both EIi;ible
households at a .05 level.

bNet Only households ,ere significantly different from Neither

E!I_lble households at a .05 level.
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APPENDIX A
SAMPLING METHODOLOGY

A.I SAMPLING RATIONALE

The sampling approach for this study was devised to deal with the absence of national

counts on the Food Stamp Program (FSP) applicant population. The study obiectives

required national estimates of number and characteristics of FSP applicants and

participants. For weighting sample values to population estimates, one would like a

value (Na) for the total size of the national population of FSP applicants and a similar

value (hip) for FSP participants. These would be needed for each of the types of

applicant groups for which national estimates were to be produced.

There is no source at the national, State, or local levels for the value of Na. The only

source for the value Np is the database maintained by FNS' Management Information
Division. For this study there were two problems with these data. First, States are the

only reporting units for which data are available for the entire year. Therefore, for

these data to be useful in weighting, States would have had to be utilized as the primary

sampling unit. Second, since this project required national estimates for longer than a

one month period we would have had to sum across the various months of data

maintained by the Management Information Division. However, the value for total

national FSP participation (Np) arrived at in this fashion reflects duplicated cases (or
participation-months). This is so because a case is counted in the monthly database

totals for each month in which the case participates. Cumulative totals across months

would, therefore, reflect duplicated cases, and consequently, would not be useful for

estimating numbers and characteristics of unique FSP households (unduplicated cases).

Our approach to sampling was developed specifically to contend with the absence of

suitable values for the total national number of applicants (N a) or participants (Np). This
approach is described in the sections that follow.

A.2 DEVELOPING A UNIVERSE LIST OF LOCAL FOOD STAMP OFFICES

This survey of food stamp households used local food stamp offices as primary sampling

units (PSUs). Local offices were used because this avoided the introduction of an

additional level of clustering (e.g., an office within a project area) and thus helped to

increase the precision of estimates within resource constraints that dictated a 60 site

study.
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The following definition was used in developing a universe list of local offices:

A local office is, at a minimum, a self-contained work unit (I) that exists within

one of the _8 continental States or the District of Columbia and (2) that

consists of at least one supervisor and a number of staff who process FSP

applications and determine the elij[ibility of applicants for FSP participation.

States were contacted and asked to provide a universe listing of the offices in their

States according to this standard definition and (in multi-office project areas where data

were not otherwise available from the statistical summary of operations) FSP

participation for the months of 3anuary, April, 3uly, and October, 1983.

In several Western States, there were single office project areas that would not have

been included in the universe list because, under this definition of an office, the

supervisor was located in another county. In order to ensure that all proiect areas were

included in our sample frame, a decision was made to list as one office the home office

in which a supervisor was located, plus the satellite offices in which the supervisor's staff

were outstationed. This adjustment was made in Idaho, Kansas, Montana, Nevada, North

Dakota, and Texas. This ensured that ail geographical project areas could have been

selected into the sample. When one such "circuit rider" office was selected in the final

sample, data were collected from all offices served by the supervisor.

A.3 STRATIFICATION OF OFFICES

Local FSP offices were aUocated to one of twelve strata. These strata were the product

of two variables--geographic region and size of office. The sample was limited to the _$

coterminous States, and the District of Columbia. The four geographic strata were:

o East. Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Rhode Island,

Vermont, Maryland, New 3ersey, New York, Pennsylvania, District of Columbia,

West Virginia and Delaware.

o South. Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, North Carolina, South

Carolina, Tennessee, Virginia, Arkansas, Louisiana, Oklahoma, and Texas.
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o Midwest. Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, Ohio, Wisconsin, Iowa, Kansas, Minnesota,

Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, and South Dakota.

o West. Arizona, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Utah,

Wyoming, California, Oregon, and Washington.

The office-size stratification was defined by dividing all offices into thirds in terms of

average monthly FSP household participation. There were three categories:

o Small Offices. These included local FSP offices in which average monthly FSP

household participation ranged between 3 and 659 households. The mean rate of

monthly FSP participation of these offices was 333 households.

o Moderate Size Offices. These included local FSP offices in which average

monthly FSP household participation ranged between 660 and 1,899 households.

The mean number of households participating in the FSP each month was 1,166.

o Large Offices. These included local FSP offices in which the average monthly

FSP household participation ranged between 1,900 and 62,931 households. The

mean number of households participating monthly in these offices was 3,045.

For single-o!fice project areas_ participation data for the months of 3anuary, April, 3uly,

and October was obtained from the FSP Statistical Summary of Operations. Data on

individual offices within multi-office project areas was obtained by contacting State

program staff (and when necessary sub-State regional offices or county welfare

departments).

In a small number of instances (approximately two percent of offices) data on office size

could not be obtained by the time deadline for drawing the sample. In those cases, a

proxy indicator of office size was used to place offices into strata. This indicator was
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the total average monthly household participation in the project area divided by th_total

number of FSP offices in the project area. 1

Thus, each office-size category within each of the four geographic regions was defined as

a separate stratum. Subsequent analyses assuming stratified random sampling of local

offices indicated that this stratification procedure cut in half the variance of national

estimates of the total number of expedited cases, compared to what the variance would

have been under a simple random sample design.

A._ SELECTION OF OF1FICI=-_

The number of offices selected from a stratum (e.g., large Eastern offices, small offices

in the South) was proportionate to the number of offices represented by that stratum

(though a minimum of two offices was selected in each stratum in all instances). The

total number of offices in each stratum is shown in Exhibit A-l. Within each stratum,

offices were randomly selected. The total sample was clustered within sixty randomly

selected offices throughout the country. The total number of offices sampled in each

stratum is shown in Exhibit A-2.

The final sample of offices ranged from very small to very large including several of the

largest food stamp offices in the country. All sixty offices sampled agreed to participate

in this study.

A. 5 SAMPLING CASE1FILES FROM _ AN OFFICE

The on-site casefile sampling procedures were designed to (l) estimate the total number

of food stamp casefiles in an office, (2) estimate the proportion and number of casefiles

that were expedited households, and (3) select a random sample of cases for detailed

abstraction. The steps used in accomplishing this are described below.

1On-site verification in the sixty sampled offices, including two offices where a proxy
indicator had been used in stratification_ indicated that these offices had been correctly
classified in terms of size.
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EXHIBIT A-1

DISTRIBUTION OF TIlEUNIVERSE OF LOCAL FOOD STAMP OFFICES

OFFICE SIZE EAST MIDWEST SOUTH WEST TOTAL

LARGE 304 239 436 199 1,178

(1,900+) 8.5% 6.7% 12.2% 5.6% 32.9,%

MODERATE 164 279 622 141 1,206

(660-1,899 ) 4.6% 7.8% 17.4% 3.9% 33.7%
,=

SMALL 64 535 381 213 1,193

(659 or less) 1.8`% 15.0% 10.6% 5.9% 33.3%

TOTAL 632 1,053 1,053 533 3,577

14.9,% 29.4% 40.2% 15.5% 100`%

EXHIBIT A-Z

DISTRIBUTION OF THE SAMPLED OFFICES

. =.. ,.

OFF ICE SIZE EAST MIDWEST SOUTH WEST TOTAL

LARGE 5 4 7 ¢ 20

MODERATE 3 S 10 2 20
.. ,!

SHALL 2 9 6. 3 20
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A_.l Mapping and Enumeration of Storage Units

Field staff were instructed to locate all of the food stamp files in the local office and, if

applicable, food stamp files stored in other locations that contained food stamp

participants between October 1981 and May 198z_. The field staff drew a map of the

physical layout of the storage units and described each storage unit by its contents. A

storage unit was defined as "the smallest unit containing a group of FSP casefiles."

Examples of a storage unit include a file drawer, an open 1ray containing casefiles, a box

of microfiche, a stack of casefiles beside a worker's desk, the space between vertical

dividers in a 12-foot long storage cabinet, and a binder of computer printout. Maps were

drawn to portray all storage locations.

A.5.2 Counting and Estimation of the Total Number of Casefiles

Storage units whose contents were to be counted were randomly selected. A total of

8,171 storage units out of 16,_19 storage units (approximately 50 percent) were sampled

in the sixty offices.

The number of storage units to be sampled in an office was determined throul_h an

allocation scheme whereby we sampled the population of storage units in small offices,

and a minimum of 125 storage units in all offices. V/e sampled a somewhat higher

number of storage units in smaU offices and a somewhat lower number of storage units in

a large office, than if the number of units selected were a constant fraction of storage

units across all offices.

Field staff were sent a list of randomly selected storage units. Field staff then counted

the number of casefiles in each sampled storage unit. The mean number of casefiles in

sampled storage units was multiplied by the total number of storage units in an office to

estimate the total number of casefiles in an office. 2

21n three offices, we obtained a universe count based on computerized or file card
listings of cases that were closed and stored off-site. In another office we obtained a
universe listing of open cases. In those instances, we only counted casefiles in the
portion of the office where computerized listings were not available. The estimate of
total casefiles was then created by adding the universe from the computerized listint_s to
the estimate of the number of casefiles in the portion of the office that was not
computerized. In one office, sampling was done completely from computerized listings.
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A.5.3 Preliminary Casefile Sampling

Withineach sampled storageunit,fieldstaffwere assigneda random number startpoint

and then selectedevery nthcasefileafterthat(when they reachedthe end of the storage

unitthey returnedto the beginningof the storageunitand continuedsamplinguntilthe

startpointwas reachedagain).The fractionforn was such thatinan officewhere 125

storageunitswere selected(the modal office),we expected to sample three casefiles

from the average storage unit. This number was selectedbecause it optimized the

precision/timetradeoffbetween increasingthe number of casefilesand the number of

storage units to be sampled.

By adopting the procedure of randomly selecting storage units and then taking a constant

fraction of cases within them, we ensured a random sample of all the cases in the

office. (If alternatively, we had selected a set number of cases from all storage units we

would risk overrepresenting cases from small storage units, for example, units with

public assistance cases, since these casefiles are thicker than the casefiles of non-public

assistance cases.)

In all, a total of 25,782 casefiles were sampled. A mean of 430 casefiles was sampled in

all offices with a sample of 937 casefiles in the largest office.

A._.t_ Classifying Cases

Preliminarydata were abstractedfrom the 25,782casefilesinorder toclassifythem into

the following groups:

(1) Pre-OBRA'S2 Expedited Applicants. Households that applied for food stamps

and received expedited service between October 1, 1981 and 3anuary 31, 1983;

(2) Pre-OBRA'$2 Nonexpedited Applicants. Households that applied for and were

approved to receive food stamps under regular FSP provisions between October

1981 and 3anuary 1953;
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(3) Pre-OBRA'82 Ongoing Expedited Participants. Households that applied for and

received expedited service prior to October 198l and had spells of participation

continuing through or beyond October 1981;

(4) Pre=OBRA'82 Nonexpedited Ongoing Participants. Households that applied for

food stamps under regular FSP provisions prior to October 1981 and had spells

of participation continuing through or beyond October 1981;

(5) Post-OBRA'82 Expedited Applicants. Households that applied for food stamps

and received expedited service between February 1, 1983 and May 31, 1984;

(6) Post-OBRA'$2 Nonexpedited Applicants. Households that applied for and were

approved to receive food stamps under regular F_P provisions between February

1983 and May 1984;

(7) Post-OBRA'g20nRoing Expedited Participants. Households that applied for

food stamps and received expedited services prior to February 1983 and had

spells of participation in FSP continuing through February 1953 or beyond;

(8) Post-OBRA'82 OnRoipg NonexRedited Participants. Households that applied for

food stamps under regular FSP provisions prior to February 1953 and had spells

of participation in FSP continuing through February 1953 or beyond; and

(9) IneliRible Cases. Cases that were not be included in the study. (e.g., households

that were from another office or that did not receive food stamps anytime

during the 32 month study period from October 1, 1981 through May 31, 1984).

A.5.6 Sampling Cases to Evaluate Household Characteristics

A stratified random subsample of cases was subsequently selected from each of six

categories of cases from which casefile information on household characteristics was to
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be abstracted. 3 Data elements included household composition, economic circumstances,

processing time, and benefit amount_ and participation history. These data were

abstracted from the application form for the applicant groups (and from a randomly

selected recertification form for the ongoing participants_. If a household had more than

one opening during a sixteen month period, the application from which data was

abstracted was randomly selected.

The number of cases by cell selected from each office was determined in the following

manner. First, a target for the total number of cases to be selected from each cell was

set at the beginning of the study. Originally, we aimed to select 2,000 exoedited

applicants, and 2,000 regular applicants--equally divided between the Pre-OBRA'82 and

the Post-OBRA'g2 periods. In a given office, the number of cases to select from a

particular cell was then set to reflect a constant fraction of such cases estimated to

exist in each office. The fraction for each cell was set to approximate the target

number for the study. Once the number of cases for selection was determined, cases

were randomly selected for casefile abstraction. The final numbers of cases varied

somewhat from the tadget number because a minimum of four cases was selected from

all offices, and we oversampled cases in small offices in order to complete data

collection in such locations rather than await completion of preliminary data abstraction

in all sites. The final number of cases abstracted by cell is shown in Exhibit _-3.

Finally, the sampling procedures provide valid national estimates of unduplicated

household participation in the Food Stamp Program. Under the approach we used, a

household was counted one time if it participated at any time during the sixteen month

Pre-OBRA'g2 period. Unduplicated household participation data are distinctly different

from data on "participation months" that would be _:enerated by summin_ data across

months in FNS' Statistical Summary of Operations. For example, a definition of

3Households were stratified into expedited and nonexpedited applicants or ongoing
participants during the sixteen months before or after February l, 1983 (pre and post
OBRA'82). The data from ongoing food stamp participants are not included in this
report. Ongoing cases were stratified on the basis of whether they originally were
expedited or not and whether they participated pre or post OBRA'g2. The same types of
information were collected from ongoing participants as from the applicant _roups, but
the source of these data was a randomly selected recertification period. The information
on ongoing participants can be combined with the applicant data to provide a description
of the entire undupiJcated food stamp caseload.
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_1_' A-3

OF 1981-1.q84APPLIC.mJfTSINTHE
HI_ 04/_STIC SAMPLE

PRE-OSRA'82 POST-OSRA'82
(October1981- January1983) (February1983- May 1984) TOTAL

ExpeditedApplicants 1,789 1,348 3,137
w i i i ii

Regular Applicants 1,061 1,086 2,147

Total 2,850 2,434 5,Z84
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participation months would count "ten months" of participation of a household that

received food stamps for ten months and one month for a household that left after the

first month. The unduplicated household definition would count each of these households

once, thus providing data on the number of different households that participated in the

Food Stamp Program.

A.6 PROCEDURES FOR CALCULATING NATIONAL ESTIMATES OF TOTALS,

PROPORTIONS AND OBRA'82 IMPACTS

Data gathered during the preliminary casefile sampling effort at each of the sixty local

food stamp offices was used in estimating the population of casefiles at each office.

Also obtained during the preliminary casefile sampling effort were statistics on the

percentage representation among the casefiles sampled for each of the first eight

categories of cases listed in Section A.5.O, above.

Subsequently the estimates of the national population and proportions for each of the

eight categories of cases and the associated variances were calculated with data assumed

to be collected in a stratified two stage cluster design. For national estimates with the

preliminary casefile abstraction data the third stage sampling of households within

sampled storage units was not directly incorporated in the estimates. Rather, the

estimates used storage-level data on the total casefiles within each of the eight

categories for the second stage calculation components?

For our preliminary reports, the extra costs incurred from incorporating a full three-

stage procedure in our estimates did not warrant the expected benefit in terms of

improved variance estimates. As discussed in Section A.5 above, the third stage resulted

in selection of a small number of files {about three on average) in each of a relatively

large number of storage units. This coupled with the intentional spreading of the samples

to guard against unusual samples, and the arbitrary numbering of the storage units for

qFor the preliminary national estimates, the proportions of the storage unit casefiles in
each of the eight cells were constant across all storage units in a sampled office. Only
the storage unit sizes varied across units within the same office. This "constant
proportion" simplification also imparts a downward bias to the two-stage variance
estimates of totals and proportions in each cell.
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sampling purposes, stages1 that our two stage approximations were adequate estimators

for our purposes.

To illustrate the method used 1o estimate totals and proportions in each of the eight
categories and the associated variances of these estimates, define:

Mh = total number of local food stamp offices in the hth stratum, (h = 1,.... ,12)

mh = number of local food stamp offices sampled in the hth stratum

Nhi = total number of storage units in ith office in h th stratum (or hith office for
h=1,...12; i=l,...G0)

nhi = number of sampled storage units in the hi th office

Yhj = number of casefiles in jth storage unit in office hi

ahi(C) = number of sample casefiles in c th category in office hi (c = 1,...,9)

fhi =nhi/Nhi = second stage sampling rate

Fh = nh/M h = first-stage sampling rate

Whi j = Fh-I * fhi-1 = weight for hiith unit

9

ahi = CaI ahi(C)

A aht(C)
Yhij (c) = Yhij = estimated number of casefiies in hij th

ahi storage unit in c th cell

Exhibit A-_ illustrates the first stage sampling rates by stratum.

In a stratified two-stage cluster design the SESUDAAN software computes ratio

estimates for domain-g of means, proportions, and totals of the general form:

H I h nh_ H Ih nh_

2:]: E E E
h-1 1=]. J=l b-1 t=1 J=l
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_rr A-4

DI_(M O= THE_aLATION (3S77) OFLor_ _ s'1'/_ ORrIC[S
ill.aR OFOFFICES_ _ ll_L_ STRATA

OFFICESIZE:

GEOGRAPHIC LARGE NEDILId _a_N.L
REGION:

m

(1) (Z) (3)

Pop. of Offices · 304Pop. of Offices ,, 164 Pop. of Offices - 64
# SampledOffices · 5'# SampledOffices · 3 # Salpled Offices - 2'

i i

(4) (Si (6)

Pop. of Offices - Z39:Pop. of Offices - 279 Pop. of Offices - 535!
MIDWEST # SampledOffices - 4!# ScrupledOffices - $ # SampledOffices - 5

(7) (8) (9)

Pop. of Offices - 436Pop. of Offices - 622 Pop.of Offices - 381
SOUTH t SampledOffices - 7 # SampledOffices - lO t SampledOffices - 6

_(_o) (22) (zz)

Pop.of Offices · [99_Pop. of Offices - 141 Pop. of Offices - 213
lEST # SampledOffices - 41#SampledOffices - g '# SampledOffices - 3
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where

Yhij: the sample valuemeasured or definedforsample member-) inunit-hij

or alternatively

Yhi) = 1, if sample member-hij has the characteristics of interest; 0, otherwise_

and Dhij(g) = 1, if sample member-hij is a member of domain-g,

g:l,2,...,G; 0, otherwise.

A

Defining Zhij(g) for each sample member as follows:

A A A

Zhij(g) ' WhijOhij(gl[Yhij - R(gl]/O(g),

where H elm nhiA

O(g) · r_ _ T- WbijOtsij(g),
W-I t-t J"',).

A

the Taylor vor{4.ce ai)lmroxtmat.{on for R{.g) is:

H N mh

with "': h-I t-_
aht A ^

SZhf [z(g)]
'_.j [Zlttj(g)- Zhi.(g
J-:

where

nht ^ A

- Z,,,,C,)/.h,- Z,,,'(,)/.ht.
J-i

and
 czcg)].'Z Czh_*(g)-zh.*(gl]Z/C_.t),

i-i

with ^ _ ^
Z'h'+(g) ' E [lhf* (g)/mmh'

A

The variance expression for R(g) is an approximation for two reasons. First, the higher
A

order terms in the Taylor series expansion of F(X,Y) = R = Y/X are ignored in the

variance expression. Second, sample estimates of means, variances, and covariances

replace population values in the approximated Taylor series expression below (the
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expansion less higher order terms):

Var (Ri = (1/Mx2) [Var (l) + (My/Mx)2 Var (X) -2 (My/Mx) Coy (X,l)]

where Mx and My are population means. Cov (X,Y) is the Oopulation covariance of X
and Y, and Var (X) and Var (Y) are population variances of X and Y.

The SESUDAAN software was used to produce ratio estimates of the general

form '[2_Jr-_ where w is the weight and x is a random variable. It provided national

estimates of total casefiles in each of the eight categories listed in Section A.5 above

and reported in Exhibit 2-2 of the text. For these estimates, Yhi}(c) replaced Yhij in the
generalized R(g) and Var (R(g)) expressions above. 5

The RATIOEST software (Shah 19gl) produces ratio estimates of the general

form Z;wx/[2 w where w are sample weights and x and y are random variables. The Taylor

approximation for the variance of the ratio estimator has the same I_eneral form as Var

R(g) above. It provided estimates of the national proportions of expedited applicant

casefiles in pre-and post-OBRA'g2 periods reported in Exhibit 2-1 of the text.

^
In the numerator of the ratio estimator Yhij (I) replaces Yhij in the expressions for the

pre-OBRA'g2 period, and Yhij ()) is used for the post-OBRA'g2 period. In the

A A _ A
denominator, Yhij(l) + Yhij(2) and _ Yhij (c) are used in the pre-OBRA'g2 period. In

e.Ii 8

the post-OBRA'82 period Yhij(5) + Yhij(6) and Yhij (c) are used in the

denominator. V/hen just the two components are summed in the denominator, expedited

applicants as a proportion of all new applicant cases are estimated. When the four

5The software modifies these estimators to produce totals rather than means of the
national population in each category.
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components are summed in the denominator, expedited applicants as a proportion of all

unduplicated FSP households are estimated.

Statistical Estimates with the Casefile Abstraction Samole

The bulk of the statistical analyses for this report was performed with the casefile

abstraction sample of 5,2g_ approved applicant households for the period 10/gl through

5/S4.

In estimating means, proportions, and differences in these statistics for population

subgroups, the SESUDAAN software was again utilized. With the abstraction data, a

stratified two-stage cluster design was used for the estimates. The formulas for the

ratio estimator R(g) and its variance, Var R(g) , are identical to those reported above,

but the second stage sampling unit is the applicant household rather than the storage

unit. To clarify,

^ ^ r../(l) + ,1Iht(Z) + Ihf(5) + ahf{6)]'

Nh1 "Yht *'L' ·ah1

estimated total number of applicant households in the 'hi th' office.

A Nht nhf

rht ' _ Yhi:) = estimated number of casefiles in office h.nht J=].

(NOTE: Nhi and nhi are the population and sample counts of storage units for

office hi as before.)

bhi(C): number of sample abstraction casefiJes in category c in office hi

nni = bhi(l) + Bhi(2) + bhi(5) + bhi(6) = sample number of applicant households in the

casefile abstraction sample i in office hi

A
-1 mht (¢1

Whij(c) . Fh . , _ .. the applicant househQlcl weight for

bhf (c) c-1,2,S,6 ippltcant groups
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^
· _h_* ahj(cJ

.... - the es_t_t_ numberof &ppltcant house-

ah1 holds tn cat_jor_ ¢ in offtce hi.
Nhi (c)

Revised nhi , Nhi , and Whi j (c) values above replace respective nhi , Nhi, and Whi j
components in the ratio and variance estimator equations above. The sample weights for

the abstraction cases vary by applicant category (expedited/nonexpedited and pre-/post-

OBRA'82). This captures the different sampling rates within each of these applicant

strata within each hi th office.

The stratified two-stage ratio and variance estimators in our report approximate the

actual sample design utilized to select our abstraction sample. In effect, the estimators

incorporate simple random sampling (SRS) of applicant casefiles within each cluster

(local office) in the second sampling stage. In reality storage units within each office

were selected using SRS in the second stage, and then the third stage applicant

households were selected by a double sampling technique. Our estimators are

approximations (1) because of the Taylor series assumptions discussed above, and (2)

because the second stage selection of storage units and the nesting of the final casefile

selection within the preliminary casefile sample chosen in the third stage within each

storage unit are not explicitly incorporated in the statistical procedures. 6

Intuitively this simplifying assumption of second stage SRS of applicant casefiles for the

abstraction sample seems reasonable. Nearly half of the storage units in the sampled

offices were included in our second stage sample. Our third stage selection of the

preliminary casefile sample averaged only about three casefiles in each of a relatively

large number of second stage units. Finally, the double sampling of these third stage

units to produce our abstraction sample produced, on average, less than one casefile per

sampled storage unit. This spreading of the third stage sample over a large number of

sampled second stage storage units suggests that the second stage storage unit clustering

effects on the variance estimates are not large. Whatever effect there may have been

would have been offset to some degree had we also explicitly accounted for the stratified

sampling selection of the final abstraction sampled from the 25,782 third stage casefile

sample.

6We also note that there is another source of variation due to the presence of an
estimated second stage population total (Nhi) in our estimators that has not been
explicitly accounted for.
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By making the substitutions for the second stage sampling rates and the revised weights

described above, the software produces national estimates of means and proportions for

various continuous and categorical variable characteristics (Yhij) of the applicant
abstraction population. Such estimates are reported extensively in Section Two of the

text.

We also report mean and proportion differences for domains defined by one variable with

two levels (expedited/nonexpedited or Pre-OBRA'S2/Post-OBRA'82) for population

subgroups. The ratio estimator for this difference

has the following general variance expression

var lAC91- gZ}] ' var CRt(gl{] * Var [RZ(g21]

- 2 CoyiR(gl) R (gZ}]

In SESUDAAN the following linearization

$htJ (glg2) · ZhtJ (gl) ' ZhtJ (gZ)

replaces the original linearized variate Zhi j (g) to provide variance estimates of the
difference expression with the same variance estimator described previously.

Var IA (gl ' g2)] ' Var [S {gig2)]

The foUowing t statistic is used to test the estimated mean or proportion differences for

statistical significance:
A

A (gl - gZ)
ti

¥ar [_(gl - g2)]

Frequency Distributions: The cumulative frequency distributions reported in Section Two

of the text were estimated with the RTIFREQS software described in Shah (1952). These

estimates also incorporate an "approximated" stratified two-stage cluster sample design

for the casefile abstraction sample as described previously. Weighted row and column

frequencies and percentages are calculated as follows:

A-18



cihtjr c - 1 if epp14cmnt household htj belongs to row r and column c
(r- 1,2 .... Ri C- 1.2 .... C)

fro '__ d hiJn: whiJ
h t d

Pr- · _ fro
c

f'C · _ fro
r

P_: · 100 t'rc or 100 f_
=,

fr- f.c

Variance estimates for frc, f'c, fr', and Prc were also produced but were not re_orted in
the text.
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APPENDIX B

MULTIVARIATE REGRESSION MODELS

B.I DESCRIPTION OF THE PROBABILITY OF RECEIVING EXPEDITED SERVICE

MODEL

A model of the probability of receiving expedited service was estimated with the casefile

abstraction data for approved applicants during the 32 month study period between

October 1, 1981 and May 31, 19gq. The statistical appPoach used was appropriate for

samples collected with complex, multi-stage sample designs. Estimated coefficients,

variances, and hypothesis tests were produced with Taylorized weighted least squares

approximations. 1

Outcomes: The outcome investigated with the full casefile applicant sample was:

1. The probability that an applicant household receives expedited services, defined

as,

ES = [ if approved applicant received expedited service at application

= 0 otherwise

External Influences: The independent variables in the model consisted of both external

influences on the food stamp household cases and selected case characteristics

themselves. The primary external influence investigated was that of the OBRA'g2

expedited service regulation changes. Two alternative legislative impact specifications
used in the models are described below.

IThe SURREGR software package is discussed in Shah and Holt (1q82). Preliminary
model testing was conducted with ordinary least squares (OLS). In addition, a logistic
re gression was also fitted for the categorical expedited service classification variable.
Only the Taylorized weighted least squares results are reported in the text.
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I. The OBRA'82 impact averaged over all population subgroups: The key OBRA'82

legislative impact variable in this model specification was a binary-coded

dummy variable distinguishing the Pre-OBRA'g2 period from the Post-OBR^'82

period and defined as follows:

OBRA'82 -- I if household applied in the Post-OBRA'82 period (2/I/83 - 5/31/84 _

= 0 otherwise tapplied in the Pre-OBRA'82 period 1011/g I - 113 !/83).

In models containing the OBRA'82 time dummy and other explanatory variables,

the OBRA'82 coefficient is interpreted as the change in the outcome variable

(the mean difference) between the Post OBRA'g2 and Pre-OBRA'82 periods. It

measures the impact of the expedited service regulation changes net of other

influences specified in the model.

Legislative impacts may vary across different subgroups of the population. In

models containing just the OBRA time dummy, its coefficient represents the

legislative impact averaged over all population subgroups influenced by the

regulation changes. The OBRA'g2 specification described below disaggregates

this impact for households by their income and liquid assets.

2. The OBRA'82 impact disaggregated by household gross monthly income and

liquid asset level: This OBRA'32 legislative impact specification contains five

binary-coded variables defined as follows:

GYI*OBRA'82 = 1 if household has gross monthly income under $150 and is a

Post-OBRA'82 applicant

: 0 otherwise

GY2*OBRA'82 = 1 if household has gross monthly income between $150 and

$300 and is a post-OBRA'g2 applicant

= 0 otherwise
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LA I+OBRA'82 = I if household has liquid assets under $ I0 1 and is a Post-

OBRA'82 applicant

= 0otherwise

LA2*OBRA'g2 = I if household has liquid assets between $10 1 and $250 and is

a Post-OBRA'g2 applicant

= 0otherwise

OBRA'82 = I if a Post-OBRA'g2 applicant

= 0 otherwise

The income and asset cut-off points for these variables were purposely chosen

at (and moderately above) the Post-OBRA'32 ceilings for expedited service

eligibility. To interpret the legislative impacts in this model, consider the

equation

Y = B O + 131OBRA'82 + B 2 GY I*OBRA'g2 + B3 GY2*OBRA'g2 +

Bo LAI*OBRA'82 + B 5 LA2*OBRA'32 + B 6 Z + e

where Y is the outcome variable

Z is a vector of other explanatory variables

Bj (j=0, 1,...6) are coefficients
and e is a residual term.

Exhibit B-I illustrates the legislative impact estimates in this model

disaggregated by income and liquid assets of the household. These coefficients

measure the change (mean difference) in the outcome variable between the

Post-OBRA'82 periods for the appropriate population subgroup net of the other

control variables in the model. The coefficient for the OBRA'g2 dummy

variable in the model (B 1) is the legislative impact for households with liquid

assets above $250 and gross monthly income in excess of $300. The other four

OBRA'g2-related coefficients in the model (B2...B 5) measure the differences in

the OBRA'82 legislative impact between the highest income or liquid asset class
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EXHIBITB-1
OBRA'82 LEGISLATIVE IMPACTCOEFFICIENTSDISAGGREGATED
BY HOUSEHOLDGROSSMONTHLYINCOMEANDLIQUID ASSETS

_m t i · ii i .} , , ,, , i

Gross Monthly Income
· . ., . · L · I. L

Liquid Assets Under $150 $150 to $300 Over $300

Under $I01 B1 + B2 + B4 BI + B3 + B4 B1 + B¢

$101 to $250 Bi + B2 + B5 B1 + B3 + B5 B1 + B5

Over$250 B1+ B2 Bi+ B3 B1

NOTE: The coefficients in each cell represent the mean difference in the
probability of receiving expedited services between the Post-OBRA'82 and
Pre-OBRA'82period net of other control variables in the model. The full
model appears at the bottom of p. 3-6 of the text. The empiricalestimates
are reported in Exhibit3-5 below.
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and either the lowest or middle income or asset class. For example, l_5

measures the differencein the legislativeimpact between the middle and the

highestliquidassetgroupsregardlessof the household'sincome level?

Other non-OBRA'82 external influences specified in the model include:

3. State and local unemployment rates: Exhibit B-2 illustrates that average State

unemployment rates confronting food stamp applicants over the 32 month study

period peaked at the time the new expedited service regulations were

implemented and fell steadily thereafter. This economic cycle roughly

corresponds to the time pattern of expedited service participation among

applicants that is also illustrated in the exhibit. Differences in expedited

service participation between the Pre- and Post-OBR^'82 period may be due to

shifting from the downhill to uphill portion of the business cycle independently

of the OBRA'g2 regulation changes or other changes between the years.

Logarithmic ratios of current monthly State unemployment rates to 12-month

lagged rates were used in the model to control for these economic conditions. 3

The log ratio specification in the model is defined as follows:

Bur log (URt/tJRt. 12)

where Bur is the regression coefficient for the log ratio variable.

UR t is the State unemployment rate in the month and year of application

(period t).

2A fully interactive model was not specified in which differences in legislative impacts
between asset groups are also dependent on gross income levels rand vice versa_.

31n our preliminary models estimated with ordinary least squares regression (OLS), we
also experimented with current levels and one month logarithmic first differences for
both county and State unemployment rates and employment levels. The 12-month
logarithmic differences for the State unemployment rates produced the strongest control
in terms of statistical signficance and proved to be relatively insensitive to the set of
other explanatory variables in the model.
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EXHIBIT B-2

L_MDNmi_RCE)EI_O_ IN_ PJ_IES

}_ . m i i _ q ..... m I .. - I . m._ , )q ,_) . Ii . ;. , .4 ,.,..

Pre-OBRA'82Period Post-OBRA'82Period

40

(_.3)

(29.5) (32.3)
30 (29.3) (31.7)

12MonthPe_ntage Changein State
u._Mo_ Pate

2o (Lg.6

(13-5)m._ (lo._)
_ly sm_ U_lo_

10 (9.32) (9.32) Rate
(8.5) (9.27)

(8._)
(8.3_)

0

-lO

(-re.o)

-20

(-Z4.2)
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URt_i2 is the State unemployment rate 12 months prior to the

application date.

If the coefficient is positive-valued as expected_ then rising State

unemployment rates contribute to higher probabilities of expedited service

among applicants within the State. Declining State unemployment rates would

contribute to lower probabilities of expedited service among applicants within

the State. The log ratio specification thus enables us to differentiate impacts

of rising and falling employment conditions on the outcome variable with a

single explanatory variable.

This specification means that the current monthly level of the State

unemployment rate relative to its level in the same month a year before is the

factor that contributes to explaining expedited service participation. If the

State or local economy is receding [as in the Pre-OBRA'82 period with current

unemployment rates higher than the previous year), then the probability that a

new applicant receives expedited service is expected to be greater, other things

constant_ than if the State or local unemployment rates are declining. Exhibit

B-2 also illustrates that this 12-month lag effect does indeed measure the

direction of change in the business cycle.

4. Quarterly AFDC payments and monthly State AFDC caseloads: The descriptive

analyses in Section Two above suggest a strong negative correlation between

the probability of receiving expedited service and both the amount of AFDC

income received by an applicant household and whether or not the household

receives AFDC. Changes in State AFDC payment levels and/or caseloads

between the Pre- and PosI°OBRA_82 period can affect expedited service

participation rates independently of expedited service regulation changes and

other influences. These controls also capture interstate variations in AFDC

payment levels at a point in timefi

_Specifying only one of the two State AF DC measures would mostly capture influences
of State economic conditions since these are correlated with State AFDC rolls and

expenditures. Average State AF DC payments (per household_ were not constructed since
the time periods for the data did not correspond, and monthly caseload data were not
transformed into quarterly measures to construct quarterly average payments.
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Exhibit B-3 shows that average AFDC payments over the two periods were

slightly higher in the Post-OBRA'82 period. This difference is probably due in

large part to cost of living adjustments in the program.

Caseload Characteristics' Influences: In addition to factors that are external to the food

stamp applicant household, caseload characteristics were also specified in the models as

additional controls. Section Two reported demographic profiles of expedited service

households that differed from those of regular households due to income, assets,

households composition, and other components. Changes in the expedited service

applicant population's characteristics between the Pre-and Post-OBRA'82 periods may

also bias estimates of regulation revision impacts unless proper controls for these

changes are included in the models. Although substantial demographic shifts in this

population were not expected, unintended profile differences are possible when selecting

samples from two different time periods. The case characteristics included in the

models are:

5. Household size (in logarithmic form): The logarithmic form was adopted

because the influence of an additional household member on the probability of

receiving expedited services declines as the household size increases. Such a

nonlinear effect of household size was expected, particularly in the Post-

OBRA'g2 period. The gross monthly income and liquid asset ceilings did not

vary with household size, and became more restrictive for larger households.

The log specification allows for a positive relationship between household size

and the expedited probability (when the coefficient is positive-valued), but

imposes a decreasing marginal influence of household members on this

probability as the unit size increases.

6. Household composition (categorical for only adults aged 1S or older in the unit;

both parents present and at least one child under IS years; single parent with at

least one child under lg years; and for presence of at least one person 60 years

or older in household).

7. Gross monthly income (categorical for under $130, $150-300, and over $300 in

the probability of expedited services model).
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EXHIBIT B-3

P._INENT_,_, _ AVE1_ M[]W'D.I.Y_YMDITS
BYCN.END_-_ _ 10/8l lO 6/B4

(35].)

Averagel_nthly(337) AFDCPayment

300 (30_) _X (297)
(mm)

I (143) AFDCPayments

/__) ($ _lliom)

(137)

/ _ _ AFOCCaseload(140)(_oumn_s)

(134) (z30) .(135)

(97)

o_ (911
Calendar
Year

IV I II III IV I ii III IV I Il quarter
1981 _ . _ _ 1982 1.983 1983 19tt3 1983 1.984 1984

Pre-OBRA'82Period Post-OBRA'82Period
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g. Liquid assets (categorical for under $101, $101-250, and over $250 in the

expedited service probability model).

9. Seasonality (categorical variables for application date in the spring (March-

May), winter (December-February), fall fSeptember-November), or summer

(3une-A ugust) quarter).

10. Geographic location (categorical variables for combinations of FNS regions:

Northeast and Mid-Atlantic; Southeast; Midwest and Southwest; and ?/estern

and Mountain Plains).

B.2 FINDINGS FOR THE PROBABILITY OF RECEIVING EXPEOITED SERVICE

MODEL

B.2.1 OBRA'g2 Impacts

Exhibit B-_ reports the estimated regression coefficients for the impacts of the OBRA'g2

expedited service regulation changes under three separate models. The first model

contains only the OBRA'g2 "dummy" variable and estimates a 4.7 percentage point

decline in the probability that a new applicant case will receive expedited service

between the two periods?

The second column reports the simple OBRA'g2 dummy variable impact estimate in a

model including all the control variables listed above. Controlling for changing economic

conditions, State welfare payments and caseloads, and case characteristics reduces the

estimated impact of the OBRA'g2 expedited service legislation from a 4.7 percentage

point decline in the "gross effects" model to a "net" 2.9 percentage point decline in the

expanded model. The combined effect of these controls reduces the OBRA'82 impact

estimate by about 38 percent of its estimated gross effect. The "net" impact estimate

remains statistically significant at the 10 percent level.

5The gross impact coefficient estimate is algebraically and empirically equivalent to a

weighted mean difference between the probability of receiving expedited services in the
Post-OBRA'g2 and Pre OBRA'82 periods estimated with the casefile applicant
abstraction data.
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EXHIBIT B-4

_I_ GROSS AND NET 08_'82 IMPACT REGRESSION
COEFFICIENTS IN mE PROBABILITY OF RECEIVING EXPEDITED

_ERVI',__OELS
II l

Net Ofsaggregated
Gross Effect Effect Net Effect

OBRASPECI F I CATION Model Model Model

Year-OBRA'82 Dummy -.047** -.029* -,092'**

Liquid Asset/OBRA Interactions

Under $101 (LAl*OBRA'82), (B4) N/A N/A .091'*
$101-$250 (LA2*OBRA'82), (B5) N/A N/A .019

Gross Inc_e/OBP_ Interactions

Under $150 (GY1*OBRA'82), (B2) N/A N/A -.023
$150-$300 (GY2*OBRA'82), ( B3_ N/A N/A -.063'

Model ** ***

R2 .002 .468 .469

Design Effects-OBRA'82 Coefficient 2.333 1.585 1.291a

SOURCE: Estimated with the food stamp applicant casefile abstraction sam-
ple containing 5,284 households.,

NOTE: The mean of the expedited service binary-codeddependent variaOle is
0.354. The regressionmodels in the last two columns contain an expanded
set of non-OBRA'82 control variables. The non-OSRA'82coefficients in the
disaggregatednet effect model are reported in Exhibit 3-6.

The OBRA'82 dummy variable coefficient in column 3 estimates the legisla-
tive impact for the high income, high liquid asset group. The B¢ and B5
coefficients estimate the difference in the legislative impact between the
respective low and middle asset groups and the high asset group irrespec-
tive of income level. The B2 and B3 coefficients estimate the difference
in the legislative impact between the respective low and middle income
groups and the high income group regardless of the liquid asset level.

*Indicates statisticallysignificantat the .10 level.
*_Indicates statisticallysignificantat the .05 level.
*_*Indicates statisticallysignificantat the .OL level.

a/ Calculated as the mean design effect for the five OBRA'82-related
regression coefficients. Design effects are the ratio of the coeffi-
cient variance estimate accounting for the multi-stage sample design to
the variance estimate under ordinary least squares and simple random
sampling.

N/A is not applicable.
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Disa_lcre_ated OBRA'S2 Impacts: The last column of Exhibit B-_ disaggregates the

OBRA'82 impact estimate among cases by liquid asset and gross income level. The

coefficient estimates for the OBRA'82 interaction terms indicate that, even though there

was only a weak average net reduction in the proportion of expedited service applicant

households, considerable variation in this effect exists across households depending on

their liquid assets and gross income. In particular, cases with assets above the $I00

ceiling and gross income over the $150 ceiling in the Post-OBRA'82 period are less likely

to receive expedited service than comparable Pre-OBRA'$2 households.

To illustrate this further, Exhibit B-5 reports the estimated OBRA impacts disaggregated

by liquid asset and gross income levels as the empirical counterpart to Exhibit B-I.

Cases with both gross income and liquid assets below the OBRA'82 ceilings reduce their

chances of receiving expedited service by 2.t_ percentage points after the regulation

changes although this probability remains above 70 percent in our model for the

"average" case below the asset and income ceilings in the Post-OBRAtg2 period. But if

liquid assets exceed $100, then this probability declines by between 9.6 and 11.5

percentage points, holding gross income constant (below $150). If gross income rises to

between $150 and $300 and liquid assets remain under the $100 ceiling, then the

probability declines by 6.4 percentage points. If gross income exceeds $300 the chances

for expedited service are virtually the same both before and after the regulation

'changes--our model estimates this probability to be about 6 percent (using mean values

of non-asset and non-income variables). Cases with both liquid assets and gross incomes

in excess of the ceilings are between 7.3 and 15.5 percentage points !ess likely to receive

expedited services after the new provisions were implemented than before. In the Post-

OBRA period and, using mean values as above, the model estimates very low probabilities

of cases above the ceilings receiving expedited services--g._ and (;.3 percent for units

with gross monthly incomes between $150 and $300 and at the middle and highest asset

levels, and zero probabilities for the highest income groups at these two asset levels.

Thus the "average" net OBRA'g2 impact on the probability of receiving expedited service

of 2.9 percentage points, when disaggregated by income and liquid assets, ranges between

virtually no effect whatsoever (for low asset, high income cases) to a 15.5 percentage

point decline (for high asset cases with gross income between $151 and $300).

The regulation changes clearly "work" in the sense of targeting expedited services

relatively more on Iow asset, low gross income cases. (; That the overall impact of the
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EXHIBIT B-5

ESTIMATED06RA'82 IMPACTPERCENTAGEPOINT iEDUCTIONSIN THE
Pffi_ILI'T'fOF _CEIYI_ EXPEDITED _RYICES, BY GROSS

INCOME_ LIQUID ASSET LEVEL

Gross Income

Liquid Assets Under $150 $1SO to $300 OverS300

Under $101 -2.4 -6.4 -0.1

$101 to $250 -g.6 -13.6 -7.3

Over $250 -11.5 -15.5 -9.2

SOURCE: Estimatedwith the food stamp applicant casefile abstraction sam-
ple containing 5,284 households.

NOTE: Results are based on regression coefficient estimates in the dis-
aggregated net effect model reported in Exhibit 3-4.

The e_timated percentage point decline for the high income, high asset
group (BI) is statisticallysignificant as is the estimated reduction in
the percentage point decline (B4) between the low and high asset groups.
The estimated 6.3 percentage point increase in the legislative impact
between the middle income and htgh income groups (B3) is statistically
significantat the 10 percent level.
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provisions was not stronger and more negative-valued is due to the fact that so few food

stamp applicant cases have liquid assets in excess of $100 when they apply for stamps--

only 93 percent of the cases during the 32 month study period had liquid asset stocks

over $100 at application. Also, the number of Pre-C_RA'g2 expedited service cases

meeting the zero net monthly income criterion was only 5.g2 percentage points greater

than those meeting the $l_0 gross monthly income ceiling.

B.2.2 Other Effects

Exhibit B-6 reports the other coefficients in the model containing OBRA'g2 impacts

disaggregated by liquid assets and gross income level. These consist of both categorical

and continuous variables, in the former case, coefficients represent deviations from

omitted categories indicated in the exhibit.

Gross Monthly Income:. A strong negative correlation between gross household income

and expedited service recipiency is implied by the regulations both before and after the

OBRA'B2 revisions. Nevertheless, as the discussion of compliance in Section Three

suggests, the correlation is not a perfect one. The data show "expedited" units with gross

incomes in excess of the ceilings and "regular' units under the ceilings in the Post-

OBRA'82 period, so this measure was not expected to be a totally dominant one in our

model. It is instead intended to capture the targeting of expedited services on the

neediest members of the food stamp population. In the Pre-OBRA'g2 period, the

probability a food stamp household receives expedited service increases by 67.5

percentage points if its gross monthly income is below $170, and by 16.6 percentage

points if its income is between $1)0 and 3300, relative to a case with income greater

than 3300.

Liquid Assets: Food Stamp households in need of emergency expedited services are

unlikely to have large asset balances in their checking, savings, and cash accounts.

Although our disaggregated OBRA'B2 impact model reported above shows that the

regulation changes created a strong negative relationship between liquid asset level and

6In IS offices, we found no designation of expedited service in the casefiles, so we used
the Pre- and Post-OBRA'g2 income and asset rules to identify expedited cases. To the
extent that these offices did not implement the rules in this way, the OBRA'82 impact
results may be slightly biased to some unknown degree.
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EXHIBIT B-6

E.N'TIMATEDNON-OBRA'82IMPACTSONTHE PROBABILITYOF
RECEIVINGEJ(PEI)ITEJ)SERVICES

StatisticalSignificance/
IndependentVariable/Statisttc CoefficientValues

LogHouseholdSize .006

Composition--twoparentwith children -.036
stngleparentwith children -.052'_

one or more membersage 60+ -.078 *-_

Log (Monthly State Unemployment Rate t)
(Monthly State Un_oyment---_'_te t-12) .022

Log QuarterlyStateAFDC Payments -.047

Log MonthlyStateAFDC Caseload .059

HouseholdGrossMonthlyIncome--Under$150 .675*_
$150 to $300 .166*_

HouseholdLiquidAssets--Under$101 .008
$101 to $250 .002

Region--Atlantic/Northeast -.059
Southeast -.060
Midwest/Southwest -.039

Seasonality--Spring *.027
Fal 1 -.027
Winter -.009

Intercept .305

Mean-DependentVariable .354

Model

R2 .¢69

SOURC£: Estimatedwit_ t_e foodstamp applicantcasefile_straction sam-
ple containing E,ZB& households.

NOTE: OBRA'BZ-related impact coefftcien_ from t_is regression are repor-
ted in t_e last column of Exhibit s-4 The SURR£GR software clidnot pro-
vide _ypo_esis test results for cat_jortcal variaDles re_resentecl_)ymore
t_an one rt_gressor.Su¢_ F tests could not r_adilyDe calculatedusing
marginal _lZ values fram amtttlng a set of regressori _it_ t_e Taylorize_
eeignted least squares results. Omitt_l cat_)ories are: ell-adult units
(housenol_ c_mposition), inc_ over S300, assets over $250, '_untain
Plains/Western2egion,and summerseason.

'rn_icates s_attstically significant at _e .i0 level.
_':nqicates statistically significant at t_e .05 level.
'_Inaicates statistically significant at t_e .31 level.
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receivingexpedited servicein the Post-OBRA'82 period,our resultsin Exhibit B-6

demonstrate that there was no statisticallysignificantliquidasset relationshipin the

P re-OBRA'82 period.

State Economic Conditions' The regression coefficient reported in Exhibit 5-6 for the

monthly State unemployment rate measure has the expected sign but is weak in

magnitude and not statistically significant. The State AFDC payment and caseload

regression coefficient estimates are also not statistically significant and are relatively

weak in magnitude. 7

Geographic Location: The geographic region identifier serves two functions. It controls

for potentially spurious OBRA'g2 impacts by selecting relatively more of the Post-

OBRA'S2 sample from regions with relatively less expedited service falthough the sample

design for the casefile abstraction data should safeguard against such a problem). The

other role it serves is to purge the State economic environmental effects of their

geographic influences. The State unemployment rate and welfare measures capture

influences of both State economic conditions and geographic location. Adding geographic

region to the model helps to purge the State economic condition impacts in the

unemployment rate and welfare measures of their geographic effects. We emphasize

that the sample of applicant casefiles was not designed to provide regionally

representative results. Thus any regional estimates in the models are to be viewed with

extreme caution. The estimated geographic effects reported in Exhibit B-6 are fairly

large in magnitude but are also not statistically significant. 8

7The coefficients for these continuous economic environment variables are not readily
meaningful from the results in Exhibit B-6. Converted to elasticities, defined as the
ratio of the percentage change in the probability of receiving expedited service to the
associated Percentage change in each measure, these external economic and welfare
efects range between .06 ! and .IG7 in absolute value--elasticity values falling between
zero and one in absolute value are inelastic and above one, elastic. These relatively
inelastic estimates are evaluated at the mean probability of receiving expedited service.

8One possible explanation for the lack of significant findings for the geographic and
State economic variables is the collinearity between them. In the preliminary OLS
models however this was not the case as the economic effects were statistically
significant both with and without the geographic variables in the model. Relatively large
design effects for these coefficient estimates tend to make them statistically
insignificant in the Taylorized weighted least squares regressions. The reason that the
design effects are large is that these geographic-related variables are relatively
homogeneous within each cluster (local office).
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Household Size and Composition: As discussed above, the expedited service regulation

changes were more restrictive for large applicant households by specifying fixed income

and asset ceilings, rather than ones that were a positive function of unit size. Although

average expedited service household size did not decline significantly between the Pre-

and Post-OBRA'S2 periods, its presence in a multiple variable model is warranted rather

strongly on these theoretical grounds. Including household size in the model also enables

us to interpret the model's income and asset coefficients independently of their (positive)

relationship with unit size.

The expedited service population described in Section Two contains few children and few

elderly members. Although there was only weak evidence that there were changes in

these chacteristicsof the expedited populationbetween the two study periods,their

strongassociationwith receivingexpeditedservicesjustifiesthem inthe models.

The household size coefficient estimate reported in Exhibit B-6 is positive-valued but

weak and statistically insignificant. This result is partly attributed to the coliinearity

between household size and the categorical variables for presence of children in the

unit. The latter coefficient estimates are negative-valued and stronger, and the single

parent with children coefficient estimate is statistically significant. Presence of a

household member over sixty years o! age produces an even larger reduction in the

probability of being an expedited case than having children seventeen years or younger in

the unit, and this estimated effect is also statistically significant.

Seasonality: Since the sixteen month Post-OBRA'82 period contained more spring months

and fewer fall and winter months than the Pre-OBRA'82 period, it was necessary to

control for seasonality in the models. If, for example, there is seasonality in utilization

of expedited services, then the seasonality pattern in our sample data may cause a

spurious OBRA impact unless appropriate controls are included in the model. Descriptive

analyses in Section Four above do not suggest such a spurious correlation, but further

verification was sought in the multiple variable models. None of the seasonality

coefficients reported in Exhibit B-6, however, were statistically significant. This result

indicates the absence of seasonality influences on the probability of receiving expedited

service in the Food Stamp Program.
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B.3 DESCRIPTION OF MODELS OF SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF

HOUSEHOLDS RECEIVING EXPEDITED SERVICE

The objective in this Section is to examine the influence of OBRA'g2 expedited service

regulation changes on characteristics of expedited service cases, net of other non-

OBRA'82 related influences. These include (as before) State economic conditions and

caseload profile components that may also have changed over the two periods.

Outcomes: The household characteristic outcomes analyzed with just the expedited

service applicants include:

o The probability that full verification of items required by federal regulations

(identify, residency, alien status, gross non-exempt income, medical expenses,

utility expenses, and Social Security Number) was postponed prior to issuing the

initial monthly allotment;

o The probability that the expedited service household continued to receive

benefits after the first month;

o The unprorated monthly coupon allotment;

o The probability that the household contains at least one person 60 years or

older;

o Household liquid assets (cash on hand plus checking and savings account

balances);,

o Household monthly gross incomm and

o Processing time in calendar days between application and issuance dates.

For three of these household characteristic outcomes fcontinuing benefits, gross monthly

income, and liquid assets), a significant difference was found between the Pre- and Post-

OBRA'g2 expedited service applicant populations in the descriptive results reported in

Section Two above. A sampling of four other household characteristic variables was
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included to investigate whether the absence of controls in the descriptive models may

have caused an otherwise statistically significant estimated OBRA'$? impact relationship

(in a multiple variable model) to become statistically insignificant. Two dependent

variables related to office procedures (calendar day processing time and a postponed full

verification "dummy" variable), and two household demographic characteristic variables

(the initial monthly food stamp allotment amount and a binary-coded variable for the

presence of an elderly person in the unit) were selected to examine the possibility of a

"bias toward zero" in the simple descriptive models' OBRA'_2 impact estimates. The

foremost member in this group was the allotment variable. Since the descriptive results

verified a reduction in the gross income of expedited cases between the two periods, it

was puzzling that the same results did not also verify an increase in the monthly

allotments over the same time period.

From an office procedural standpoint, the full verification and processing time variables

were included since the new OBRA'82 regulations touched on both areas. Also three of

these four additional characteristic outcome variables (processing time, monthly

allotment, and presence of an elderly member) were significant determinants

distinguishingregularfrom expedited households. Models of such characteristicscan

contributeto understandingrelatedcharacteristicsdistinguishingexpeditedfrom non-

expedited households. In general,however, we expected the additionalnon-OE)RA'82

explanatory variablesspecifiedin these models to be correlatedwith the expedited

householdcharacteristicdependent variablesand the OBRA'82 time dummy--conditions

which create the potentialfor a specificationbiasin the simple bivariatedescriptive

resultsreportedinSectionstwo and three.

Independent Variables: The primary independent variable of concern is the OBRA'82

time dummy distinguishing Post-OBRA'82 expedited service applicants from Pre-

OBRA'g2 expedited applicants. The coefficient for this variable is interpreted as the

legislative impact of the regulation changes on the specific characteristic of expedited

households net of other non-OBRA'82 influences included in the model.

The other independent variables in the characteristics' model are the same as the non-

OBRA'82 related controls in the expedited probability model with the following

exce pti ons:
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o Household gross monthly income and liquidassetsare specifiedin continuous

form, rather than as the categoricalstep functionvariablesin the previous

model; and

o Controls specified in the characteristics' outcome equations but not in the

expedited service probability model include categorical variables for (1)

race/ethnicity, (white, black, Hispanic, and other); (2) presence of at least one

earner in the household; and (3) office size: large (average monthly

participation of 1,900 households or more), medium (660 to 1,899 households) or

small (fewer than 660 households). The descriptive results in Section two did

not verify that these additional controls were related to the probability of a

case receiving expedited services, so they were omitted from our expedited

probability models reported above. The possibility that these controls could be

related to both the expedited household characteristic dependent variables and

the OBRA'82 time dummy variable warranted their inclusion in these models.

To the extent such relationships exist, omitting them from the set of controls

wood not produce consistent estimates of the net OBRA'82 impact.

B._ FINDINGS FOR THE EXPEDITED SERVICE HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTIC

OUTCOME MODELS

Exhibit B-7 reports the results of our models of selected household characteristics for

expedited service cases. Each column of the Exhibit refers to one of the seven separate

characteristics that are selected as the dependent variables in the models. Both

continuous and categorical dependent and explanatory variables are specified in the

equations. The first row reports the "gross" estimated impact of the regulation

changes. This is the regression coefficient in a simple model containing only the OBRA

"timd' dummy distinguishing the Post-OBRA'82 from the Pre-OBRA'82 period and is

interpreted as the mean difference in the characteristic of interest between the

periods. The second row reports the same regression coeffident in a multiple variable

model controlling for other household characteristics and State economic and welfare

conditions and is interpreted as the mean difference net of other influences on the

outcome variable specified in the model. Statistically significant regression coefficients

for these other control variables are reported in the remaining rows of the table.
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EXItI BIT B-?

g OF IDIHDI_ _i_I!OE IIDUSEII]LDO_qlC_

In_iL_n_nt Var4able/Statlstlc Post;tuned Pr_cesslog itaJsd_)ld _ of
Full Continuing Time In GrossHonUdy Ltqutd F1on_ly M_dy_rs60

Verlflcatlm Deneflts Calendar Days Interne As_ts Pakymont Yoal_or Ol_r

Yedr-OI]RA'02DtlmV(GrossEffects R_el) .OI68 .0377* -.2406 -11.403L:_** -21J_ 3.543fi .0007

Year-ODP,A'BZDumiy(Net Effects Hodel) -.OI17 .O_4 .0493 -IO.9417'* -20.3551'** IO.Illl*** .0276TM

LOg(Flanthly State Unenpk_#mt Pate t) .OZ52 -.Og07*** -.O635 16.2763 -6.0736 3.3690 .0695'**

(l_nthly State Umqplcbtnt Pate t-lZ)

LOgquarterly State N_!}CPa_nmts .143Z .0448 -.4608 33.8000** -1Z.2412' -7.1004'_* .0178

LOgF_nUdyState _ Caseload -.0699 =.O494 =.!633 -27.0736 16_616' 5.7600 -.0216

Ibmehold GrossMonthly !ncone -.O00l .0001 J)IO0*a_ NS. .0218 -.1055*_ .Q002'*

IlouseholdLiquid Assets ._ -._ .OU_ .O!fi7 N.A. -.0064 .OOOl***

LOgHouseholdSize -.0053 .OD!2 -.4187 30.2310'** 6.9826 142.4300u"_ .0010

Cm_ositfm--l_o paint _lth chJlck',en .0201 -.GUi8 -.3461 -14.3._ 19.54197 -3.93/34 -.Ofi41P*

single parent with children ,0_7 -.0117 .3619 11.6369 -4.2621 -15.6260'** -.O_P *A

one or moremdhers age60_ .0475 .0026_"_ .760_ 55.4693*** 49.11__G** -6.9963 N.A.

I ReoIon--ktlaat lc/Northeast .0156 .(Y579' 2.4481 36.8439k* -9.5951 5.4937 .0205
r,o

Southeast -.OgO3 .1024'* .4019 25.3482'* -14,2101' -5.3574'* .O579'**

Hi_est/S_d_est -.0312 .(:]CZ83 =1.7482' 41.0036'** -192920*** -.9407 .O452'**

Presenoeof Oneor MoreEarners -.O2S5 .O4CO_ -.8593 147.6364'** 13._J58 7.2853.** =.OZ03*A

Office Size--Large -.1365 .0_76 l.Of_ -2.9176 -17.3064' .64_ .0193*

Medium -.2429'* .0146 -. 1576 -7.0775 -15.2339 -2.0711 .01_

Race/Ethniclt;y--HhI_ .1382 -.0207 .g_53 24.6_40A -2.1034 -7.1019**A .O00O

Black .14_6 .0351 2.5000* 36.0LI4_ -21._ -7.2695_ .0_10

Ilispanlc .0_15 .0076 -.4990 9.0060 -!!.56fi4 -4.9_00 .0114

Intercept -1.5US8 ._JTl 14.9S57 -_21.643J 93.2694 134.6116 -.ffJ_O

I,_an-OL_ond_ntVariable .3334 .fifi2_ 7.0774 57.1003 2_.0fi26 133.5562 .0361

_l ark* Akk *Ak *AA A_kA AAA Air*

I_ .0_0 .0371 .0601 ._76 .0403 .IL-_] .04_.



EXHIBIT B-7 {Continued)

SOURCE: Estimatedwith the food stamp applicant casefile abstraction sam-
ple containing3,137 household_ receivingexpedited service.

NOTE: The SURREGR software did not provide hypothesis test results for
categoricalvariablesrepresentedby more than one regressor. Such F tests
could not readily be calculated using marginal R2 values from omitting a
set of regressors with the Taylorized weighted least squares results.
Omitted categories are: all adult units (household composition),Mountain
Plains/Westernregion, small offices,and other races.

The regression coefficient for the OBRA'82 dummy variable coefficient in
the 'gross effects" model is interpretedas the estimated mean difference
in the outcome variablewithout controllingfor other potentiallyconfound-
ing influences on this difference. The OBRA'82 coefficient in the "net
effects" model is the estimated mean difference controlling for (net of)
these other influences.

Dependentvariablesfor the first two columns and the last column are cate-
gorical binary-codedvariables. The other four dependentvariables are all
continous variables.

*Indicates statisticallysignificantat the .10 level.
**Indicates statisticallysignificantat the .05 level.
_Indicates statisticallysignificantat the .01 level.
N.A. is not applicable
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B._.I OBRA'82 PROCESS OUTCOMES

Three of the seven outcome/characteristics variables are of interest from a program

operations'standpoint. These three "process" outcomes are reported in the firstthree

columns of Exhibit B-7. Only in the case of the second outcome, the probability an

expedited service c_se receives a benefit in the period fo[lowing the initialmonth's

allotment, was there a "gross"estimated impact of the OBRA'82 regulationchanges dose

to statisticalsignificanceat the five percent level (p=.0572). Without controls in the

model, Post-OBRA'82 expedited service households were estimated to be 3.8 percentage

pointsmore likelyto continue receivingpayments following theirinitialmonthly benefit,

but thiseffect vanishes in the multiplevariable model.

Both gross and net C)BRA'S2 impact estimates in the models for calendar day processing

time and for the probability that an expedited service case had full verification

postponed before receiving the initialmonth's allotment were weak and statistically

insignificant.The expansion to a five calendar day processing period was expected to

reduce the proportion of expedited cases not receiving full verification prior to benefit

issuance. Since calendar processing time did not change over the two Periods, and since

local offices were not required to undertake full verification of expedited cases, these

results are not surprising.

B._.2 Other OBRA'82 Outcomes

The gross income and liquid asset ceilings imposed in the OBRA'82 regulation changes

targeted expedited service on lower income, low asset households. Both the direct and

net effect estimates in columns four and five of Exhibit R-7 for gross income and liquid

assets verify that this targeting was indeed successful.

The last two columns show monthly allotments and the probability that at least one

elderly person will be present in the unit. The estimated gross OBRA'82 effects for these

outcomes are relatively weak and statistically insignificant, but both effects become

stronger and highly significant in the expanded model containing a full set of contr,:

variables. Apparently the confounding effects omitted from the gross impact model teqd

to offset fully the underlying "net" OBRA'82impact. So when the controls are added to

the model, a stronger, statistically significant OBRA'S2 impact estimate emerges.
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The positive estimated net OBRA'g2 impact on monthly allotments is consistent with the

strong negative OBRA'$2 impact estimate on gross households income. This effect may

also be partly attributed to the increases both in the Thrifty Food Plan and in the

standard and combined shelter and dependent care deductions in the Post-OBRA'g2

period.

The positive net OBRA'g2 impact estimate on the probability of having an elderly person

inthe unitreportedin ExhibitB-7 runscounter to the expected impact of the regulation

changes on these units. This result may be due to a shift in the composition of the

expedited service samples between the two periods that was not adequately controlled in

the model.

B._.3 TECHNICAL NOTES

Missin R Data: In the preliminary regression analyses for the probability of expedited

service, observations with missing values for one or more of the following variables were

omitted from the estimates:

o application date (year, month, or day);

o months of participation during the combined Pre- and Post-OBRA'82 period;

o calendar-day processing time;

o working-day processing time;

o gross monthly income; and

o liquid assets.

The majority of the 756 cases dropped from these regressions failed to report complete

application (105) or issuance (381) date information. Most of the remainder did not

report liquid asset information (lq9). After considerable data cleaning and editing, only

one unit had missing data for gross monthly income in our sample. The participation

months variable was constructed with reported opening and closing dates for each spell

of food stamp participation during the study period. Any unit with either zero months of

participation or a missing value for this recoded variable (two cases) was omitted from

the preliminary regressions.

To test whether the omission of these observations biased o{Jr preliminary regression

results, a model for missing observations was estimated. The dependent variable was
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binary-coded to indicate whether or not an observation was "missing." The dependent

variables contained household characteristics reported by all sample cases and included:

o household size;

o seasonality;

o presence of elderly person in unit;

o marital status of head and presence of children in unit;

o geographic region;

o local office size;

o race/ethnicity of head; and

o the OBRA time dummy.

The "missing data" model was estimated with the full sample of 5,25_ cases. None of the

independent variables in the regression equation were statistically significant, so we

concluded that omitting these observations did not bias our model estimates.

The 15 percent reduction in sample size from missing observations does, however, affect

the efficiency of our model estimates. To improve efficiency without losing the

consistency property of our estimates_ we substituted unweighted mean values of the

missing variables in our models 9 and re-estimated the final equations reported above

with the full sample of 5,2g_ observations. As expected, regression coefficient estimates

changed only slightly; but estimated generalized standard errors of the OBRA coefficient

est[mates declined by up to fourteen percent in some cases when the full sample was

used.

The preliminary regression models of expedited household characteristics included the

same screens as above and also removed observations with missing values for:

o net monthly income, and

o monthly "non prorated" coupon allotments.

9The explanatory variables with missing values requiring unweighted mean values
included the seasonality "dummies" and the binary-coded liquid asset, calendar-day
processing time, and gross income variables.
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The combined effect of these screens reduced our sample of expedited approved

applicants from 3,137 to _,692, a loss of _t_5cases representingabout lt_percent of our

total expedited sample.

We re-estimated the preliminary characteristics outcome equations by using unweighted

sample mean values for missing independent variablesin the finalmodels. Includingthe

fullsample of 3,137 expedited cases had littleimpact on the coefficientestimates but

once again reduced the estimated generalized standard errors of the OBRA'S2

coefficientsby as much as fourteen percent.

Alternative Model Specifications: The process by which the final expedited service

probabilitymodel was selected involved several phases of model testing that were not

fully des(ribed above. The results of the descriptive statisticalanalyses with

SESUDAAN software were used to indicate which household characteristics were

important in distinguishing expedited from nonexpedited households. Any such

characteristicswhich also changed significantlybetween the Pre- and Post-OBRA'$2

period were included as explanatory variables in our preliminary model testing. Omitting:

any of these variables from the model could have produced biased estimates of the

OBRA'82 impact coefficients.As itturned out, thisphase of the model buildingprocess

was fairly straightforward. The final model reported in the text includes all of the
I0

individualhousehold characteristicvariablesspecifiedinour Freliminarymodels.

The initialmodels did include a time trend variable. Both linearand logarithmic trends

were investigated,but in neither case was the trend coefficientstatisticallysignificant

in the expedited probability equation.

There was considerabletestingfor localarea economic influenceson the probabilitythat

an approved applicant received expedited service. In addition to the twelve month Icg

ratio of the State-levelmonthly unemployment rate, the monthly AFDC caseload, and

the quarterlyAFDC payment levelvariablesselected for the finalmodel, we tested:

IOAI1 preliminary regression models were estimated with ordinary least squares and
omitted the missing observations discussed above.
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1. Quarterly State earnings_unemployment isurance FUI) payments_ and non-UI

transfers. These data were provided on tape by the Bureau of Economic

Analysis,U.S. Department of Commerce. County-leveldata were alsoavailable

but only on an annual basis. Logarithmic levelsof contemporaneous values and

log ratiosof one and two quarter lags for each of these State-leveleconomic

measures were tested but without any satisfactoryresultsin the preliminary

models.

2. Monthly State and county unemployment rates and employment levels.

Logarithmic values of contemporaneous monthly State and county

unemployment rates and employment levelswere examined. Both logarithmic

ratiosof one month and twelve month lags foreach measure were testedbefore

the finalselection.These data were provided on tape by the Bureau of Labor

Statistics, U.S. Department of Labor.

3. Four-period one-period and two-period loRarithmic ratio lairs in the quarterly

State AFDC payments data and the monthly State AFDC. caseload data. These

data were provided in hard copy form by the Office of Family Assistance, U.S.

Department of Health and Human Services.

Another local area measure that was tested in the preliminarymodels was localoffice

size,one of our stratifyingvariablesfor the firststage selectionof primary sampling

units. This measure was weak and statistically insignificant in the preliminary expedited

service regression models.

Alternative OBRA impact specifications were examined in the initial expedited

probability models. The first to be tested was a simple OBRA impact dummy

specification and its interaction with a time trend variable indicating the number of days

since the beginning of the Pre-OBRA'82 per/od IL).0/1/81) that a case applied for food

stamps. Although the overall trend coefficient estimate for the combined periods was

statisticallyinsignificant(as discussedabove_, the trend in the Pre-OBRA'82 period was

positive and statistically significant, and negative-valued and statistically insignificant in

the Post-OBRA'g2 period. The cUsaggregated OBRA'S2 impact specification reported :n

the text explains why this trend change occurred (by relating it to the regular:on

revisions),so it was selectedinsteadas the finalOBRA'$2 impact specification.

We also tested the expedited probabilitymodel with continuous measures forhousehold

B-27



gross income and liquid assets. The OLS coefficients for these continuous income and

asset measures were negative-valued and statistically significant.

The reasonwe chose a discontinuous"stepfunction"specificationforthesevariablesin

the finalmodel isthat effortsto disaggregatethe OBRA impact by liquidassetand

household income level in the continuous model version were not as satisfactory. We

introducedlinearsplinevariableswith "knots"at the Post-OBRA'82 ceilingsforliquid

assetsand income of theform...

LI :[max 0,liquidassets-$100}

Gl :[max 0,grossmonthlyincome- $150j.

The coefficientsfor these splinevariablesindicatethe change in the income or asset

"slope"estimatoronce the ceilingisreached. The OBRA'g2 impact "dummy" variable

was interactedwitheach ofthe income and assetvariables,includingthe splines,butthe

resultswere disappointing.None of the OLS liquidassetcoefficientswere statistically

significant,and the splinecoefficentshad the wrong sign(posilSve-vaiued).The OLS

splinecoefficientsforgrossincome were statisticallysignificantbut alsohad the wrong

sign(positive-valued).

The "best" OBRA'82 impact specification in the "continuous" income/asset variable

model was just a simple OBRA'S2 impact dummy plus its interaction with the liquid asset

variable. Neither OLS coefficient estimate was statistically significant, but the

interaction term coefficient was significantly negative-valued fas expected) in a lo_stic

regression. The Tay[orized version of this model with SURREGR software produced

statistically insignificant OBRA'82 impact coefficient estimates. In general the

discontinous stepwise function specification for the liquid asset and monthly income

variables produced more satisfactory results and enabled us to disaggregate the OBRA_2

impact by income and asset level as reported in the text for the final SURREGR

re gression models.

Our preliminary OLS models of household characteristics did not include any explanatory

variables that were not reported in the final models in the text. We did examine models

with certain subgroups of independent variables excluded before choosing the final mode!

specification.
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APPENDIX C

FINDINGS FROM THE 3ULY 1_4 APPLICANT SAMPLE

C..l RESEARCH DF.SIGN

An independent sample of 3uly 198t_applicants was selected from the stratified random

sample of 60 local FSP offices which served as primary sampling units for the 1981-1_&_

casefile survey. Staff in these of_ces maintained a log of all new applicants I for food

stamps during the monl_ of 3uiy 198t_. This log indicated whether an applicant household

was processed under expedited or nonexpedited procedures. The sixty local FSP offices

logged a total of 8,307 new applicants during the month of 3uly 198_.

During the following month, a stratified random subsample of 3,_27 of these applicants'

casefLles (1,326 expedited and 2,101 nonexpedited) were subsequently reviewed five to six

weeks after the initial application date. 2 Data were abstracted from casefiles and

administrative records to determine the following:

o What proportion of applicants were (I) approved, (2) denied, or (3) still

pending;

o What proportion of cases had some of their verification requirements

postponed;

INew applicants were defined as households applying for food stamps for the first time
or former participants applying after a break of at least one month in program
participation.

2The allocationof casesacrossstratawas suchthatthestudyselectednearlyall
expeditedapplicantsand approximatelyone out ofevery fivenonexpeditedcases. A
minimum of 12 applicants were selected from each oifice and in four of the larger
offices random sampling o! expedited cases was employed. In eleven of the offices the
logs did not always [nd[cate whether a case ,vas expedited or not. In those sites, a
random sample (approximately one out of every four applicants) was selected and a
determination of expedited status was made on the basis of the subsequent processing of
thosecases.
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o What proportion of expedited ca_es continued their food stamp participation

beyond the initial month; and

o The processing times and benefits amounts for these various types of ca_es.

The sections below highlight the major findings from the July 198t, applicant sample.

Program data indicate that the number of food stamp cases is lower in the summer

months than at other times of the year. Yet despite this difference, the findings from

the July sample (shown in Exhibits C-I through C-10} are generally consistent with and

confirm the 1951-1986 casefile findings reported in the main body of this report.

C. 2 RESEARCH FINDINGS

C. 2.1 Utilization of Expedited Service

Exhibit C-I shows the subsequent status of households that applied for food stamps

during 3uly 198#. Of these households, 72.9 percent were approved to receive food

stamps; 22.9 percent were denied benefits; and _.2 percent were still pending at the time

of the follow-up completed thirty days or more after the initial application.

Approximately 35.2 percent of approved households were processed through expedited

service. The proportion of cases receiving expedited service was 33.5 percent in large

offices, 31.6 percent in medium size offices, and 21.7 percent in smaller offices (as

shown in Exhibit C-2).

C. 2.2 Processing Time

It took an average of 6.1 calendar days to process expedited cases fas shown in Exhibit C-

3), compared to 15.9 days for regular cases. About 59.1 percent of expedited cases were
J

processed within five calendar days compared to 21.1 percent of regular applicants.

A similar picture emerged when we look at processing time in working days tas shown in

Exhibit C-_). It took an average of 0.6 working days to process expedited applicants,

compared to 11.6 working days for regular cases. The acceleration of processing was

evident both during the application approval process and during the issuance process. [t

tool< an average of 3.9 working days to process expedited cases from application through
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approval, compared _o 9.g workin8 days for regular applicants. Issuance was also

accelerated for expedited cases. It took expedited cases an average of 1.7 working days

for approval through issuance compared to 3.2 working days for regular applicants.

C.2..3 Postponed Verification

In 3uly 198t4, 81.1 percent of expedited cases completed full verification before receivinff

their initial benefits (as shown in Exhibit C-6). Processing times were nearly identical

for both groups (as shown in Exhibit C-7). Only 3.0 percent of expedited cases received

postponed verification and did not continue beyond me initial month.
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EX.BITC-I
OI_ISTICS OF JULY 1984_P APPLICANTS

i

EXPEDITED REGULAR PENDII_ TOTAL
APPLICANTS :APPLICANTS DENIALS CASES APPLICANTS

CHARACTERISTIC (n = 1,326)(n = 1,335) (n = 694) (n --72) (n - 3,427)

NationalPopulation

120,000 227,000 109,000 20,000 476,000
S.E. 25,400 32,400 22,300 9,600 86,200

Proportionof AllApplicants

25.2% 47.7% 22.9% 4.2% 100%
S.E. 1.8 2.4 1.5 1.4

Proportion of Approved Cases

3S.2% 74.8% - - -
S.E. 2.1 1.8

i m .,

ApplicationDay

13.6 14.8 14.2 22.3 14.7
S.E. 0.36 0.52 0.62 1.32 0.40

_: llnistableprovidesnationalestimatesof the subsequentcasestatusof households
who appliedfor foodstampsduringJuly1984. lheseestima=eswerebasedon a stratified
randomsampleof 3,427casefilesfromthepopulationof 8,307applicantsfor foodstamps
duringJuly1984withina stratifiedrandomsampleof sixtylocalfoodstampoffices.

The lowerandupperboundsof the 95 percentconfidenceintervalmay be calculatedby
takingthemeanand subtractingor addingthe productofthe standarderror(S.E.)time
1.96.
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EXHIBIT C-2
RECEIPT OF F.XP_ITED SERVICE FOml
APPLICANTS DURING dULY 1964

OFFICE SIZE

CHARACTERISTIC Large Moderate Smal1
(n= 1,415) (n= 680) (n= 414)

PROPORTION OF ALL
APPL ICANTS:

Expedited
26.6%* 24.4% 16.4*

S.E. 2.0 4.4 2.2

Regular
44.1%* 53.4% 61.1%*

S.E. 2.3 4.0 4.4
J

Deni al s
25,3%* 18,3% 15,9%*

S.E. 1.g 2.5 1.8

Pending
3.9% 3.8% 6.5%

S.E. 1.8 1.7 4.0

PROPORTION OF
APPROVED CASES:

Expedited
_r 38.5%* 31.6% 21.7%*
S.E. 2.2 5.1 2.6

Notes: The lower and upper bounds of the 95 percent confidence interval
may be calculated by taking the mean and s_btracting or adding the product
of the standard error (S.E,) time 1.96.

*The proportion in Large offices was significantly different from the pro-
portion in Small size offices at a .05 level.
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EXHIBIT C-3
PROCESSING TIME IN CALENDAR DAYS FOR
APPEOVED JULY 1984 FSP APPLICANTS

EXPEDITED REGULAR TOTAL
APPLICANTS APPLICANTS APPROVALS

CHARACTERISTIC (n - 1,326)(n _ 1,335)(n - 2,661)

Processing Time from
Application to Issuance
in Calendar Days

3[ 6.1' 15.g 12.4
S.E. 0.63 1.31 0.97

Processed Within

5 Calendar Days
3[ 59.1%* 21,1% 31.2%
S.E. 1.2 o.g 0.8

Calendar Days from
Application to Approval

5.1' 12.8 10.1
S.E. 0.60 1.3g 1.09

i

Calendar Days from Approval
to Issuance

2.5* 4.3 3.7
S.E. 0.23 0.44 0.34

motes: The lower and upper bounds of the 95 percent confidence interval may be
calculated by taking the mean and subtracting or adding the product of the
standard error (S.E.) time 1.96.

*The mean or proportion for Expedited Households was significantly different
from the mean or proportion for Regular Applicant Households at a .05 level.



EXHIBIT C-4
!q_OCESSINGTIME IN WORKING DAYS FOR
/LaPRI)VEI)JULT lg84 FSP APP!.ICANTS

EXPEDITED REGULAR TOTAL
APPLICANTS APPLICANTS APPROVALS

CHARACTERISTIC (n = 1,326) (n = 1,335) (n = 2,661)

Processing Time from
Application to Issuance
in Working Days

4.6* 11.6 9.1
S.E. 0.43 0.93 0.68

Processed Within
5 Working Days

_r 81.4%* 32.7% 45.5%
S.E. 2.9 1.0 1.1

Working Days from
Application to Approval

][ 3.9* 9.4 7.5
S.E. 0.41 1.00 0.78

m

!Working Days from Approval
to Issuance

II 1.7' 3,2 2.6
S.E. 0.18 0.34 0.24

!lores: The lower and upper bounds of the 95 percent confidence interval may be
calculated by taking the mean and subtracting or adding the product of the
standard error (S.E.) time 1.96.

*The mean or proportion for Expedited Households was significantly different
from the mean or proportion for Regular Applicant Households at a .05 level.
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EX]41BlT C-5
PROCESSINGCHARACTERISTICSOF APPROVED
JULY 1984 APPLICANTSBY OFFICE SIZE

m

CHARACTERISTIC Expedited Regular
Applicants Applicants

i!

PROCESSINGTIME IN
CALENDARDAYS:

Large Size
Office _ 6.2* 17.5a

S.E. .81 1.74
n (832) (555)

ModerateSize
Office _ 5.6 12.1a

S.E. .43 1.86
n (306) (375)

Smal1 Size
Office ][ 6.3 14.6a

S.E. 1.14 1.24
n (loo) (228)

PROCESSING WITHIN
5 CALENDAR DAYS:

Large Size
Office _ 60.8%* 25.3%a

S.E. 8.0 4.4
n (892) (604)

Moderate Size
Office 'X' 64.7%* 38.3%a

S.E. 5.8 3.9
n (320) (417)

Small Size
Offtce '_' 69.3%* 31.8%

S.E. 6.4 11.5
n (114) (314)

]lores: The lower and upper bounds of the 95 percentconfidenceintervalmay be
calculatedby takingthe mean and subtractingor adding the product of the
standarderror (S.E.)times 1.96.

aThe mean valueor proportionfor Largeofficeswas significantlydifferentfrcm
the mean value or proportion in Small or Moderate size offices at a .05 level'

*The mean value or proportionof ExpeditedHouseholdswas significantly
differentfrom that of RegularApplicantHouseholdsat a .05 level.



EXHIBIT C-6
SUBSEQUENT PARTICIPATIOIIOF APPROVED EXPEDITED APPLICANTS

APPLIED DURING JULY 1964

CHARACTERISTIC EXPEDITED APPLICANTS

(n - 1,326)

Returning for (or Initially
Completing) Full
Verification X 95.7%

S.E. 1.2

Continuing Beyond Initial Month

][ 94.6%
S.E. 1.2

Receiving Postponed Verification

X 18.9%
S.E. 4.2

Recei ring Postponed Verification
and Not Continuing Beyond
Initial Month

3.0%
S.E. 0.8

Note: The lower and upper bounds of the 95 percent confidence interval may
be calculated by taking the mean and subtracting or adding the product of
the standard error (S.E.) times 1.96.

c-9



EXHIBIT C-7
PROCESSINGTIME FOR APPROVEDEXPEDITEDAPPLICANTSDURIN6

·llULY1984 WHO RECEIVEDOR OID NOT RECEIVE POSTPONEDVERIFICATION

POSTPONED FULL
CHARACTERISTIC VERIFICATIONaVERIFICATIONb

(n- 222) (n - 1,012)

Applicationto Issuance
in CalendarDays

Ir 6.2 6.1
S.E. 0.7 0.6

Processed Within
5 CalendarDays

Ir 59.5% 59.0%
S.E. 2.0 1.5

Application to Approval
in Calendar Days

T 5.6 5.0
S.E. 1.1 0.6

Approvalto Issuance
in Calendar Days

T 2.4 2.S
S.E. 0.4 0.3

Applicationto Issuance
in Working Days

Ir 4.8 4.6
S.E. 0.5 0.4

Processed Wtthi n
5 WorkingDays

][ 76.8% 76.4%
S.E. 3.8 2.8

Application to Approval
in Working Days

Ir 4.3 3.8
S.E. 0.7 0.4

Approvalto Issuance
in WorkingDays

1.S 1.8
S.E. 0.3 0.2

)lotes: The lowerand upper bounds of the 95 percentconfidenceinterval
may be calculated by taking the mean and subtracting or adding the product
of the standarderror (S.E.)time 1.96.

aExpeditedHouseholdsfor whom full verificationwas postponed.

bExpedited Households who completed full verification.



EXHIBIT C-8
REASONSFOR DE!IXALSTO JULlr 1984 FSP APPLICANTS

DENIALS OF INITIALa DENIALS TOb
CHARACTERISTIC APPLICATIONS RETURNING CASES

(n--660) (n= 51)

Denial for Excess Income
or Resources

][ 22.7% 18.5%
S.E. 2.6 5.2

Denial for Failure to
Provide Verification

][ 34.0% 57,7%
S.E. 5.7 12.9

Denied at Household Request

)[ 14.5% 15.2%
S.E. 3.1 10.6

Deni al--Other Reason or
Uns peci fi ed

][ 28.8% 9.1%
S.E. 6.5 6.3

Rotes: The lower and upper bounds of the 95 percent confidence interval
may be calculated by taking the mean and subtracting or adding the product
of the standard error (S.E.) time 1.96.

aThis column shows applicants during July 1984 who were denied benefits.

bThis column shows applicants during July 1984 who were approved to receive
food stamps under the provisions of expedited service and who were subse-
quently denied participation for a later month.
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EXHIBITC-9
m_IT 04A_ISTICS OF

{_)P_)Vft)_l)tY1984FSPA_IC_NTS

EXPEDITED REGULAR TOTAL
APPLICANTS APPLICANTS APPROVALS

CHARACTERISTIC (n - i,28g)(n - 1,292)(n- 2,58i)

First Month A1lotment

_r $84.26 $81.58 $82.36
S.E. 5.05 3.10 3.14

SubsequentMonth's A1lotment

$126.85 $121.00 $122.75
S.E. 7.16 3.29 2.64

Initial Issuance Amount

_[ $87.93 $86.00 $86.64
S.E. 4.84 3.60 3.35

M_: The lowerandupperboundsof the 95 percentconfidenceinterva)may be
calculated by taking the mean and subtracting or adding the product of the
standard error (S.E.) time 1.96.



_BIl' _
(;IEIkrI'IFICA'rIOllAli)-AUllQ[IT.AI'IOH_ OF

JU_PiqDwI_I),)IJI.Y1984_P/U_Pt.I(iAIqTS

EXPEDITED REGULAR TOTAL
APPLICANTS APPLICANTS APPROVALS

CHARACTERISTIC (n = 1,265)(n = 1,300)(n = 2,565)

Initial _rtification Length
in_

][ 154.7* 204.7 i87.2
S.E. 18.0 11.8 12.9

i

Initial Authorization Length
in [ma

X 126.8* 186.2 165.4
S.E. 15.7 14,4 14.4

(_ing _rtification _ngth
in [_

172.7 136.5 168.7
S.E. 27.4 23.4 24.8

H_ce_: lhe low_ and up_r bunds of the 95 per_nt _nfide_e inte_al _y
calculated by taking the _n and subtracting or adding the p_duct of the
stan_rd error (S.E.)ti_ 1.96.

*l_ _an of Expedited _kmseholds_ signifi_ntly different fr_ t_ _an of
_gular Appli_nt Ho_eholds at a .05 level.
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APPENDIX D

ANALYSIS OF THE 1981 OBRA LEGISLATIVE CHANGE TO
PRORATION OF INITIAL MONTH'S FOOD STAMP BENEFIT

_.1 BACKGROUND, OB3ECTIVES, AND METHODOLOGY

_.1.1 The Proration Provision

The Omnibus Budget and Reconciliation Act of 1981 (OBRA'81) 1 required that food

stamp benefits for the initial month of application be prorated from the day of

application. After an applicant is determined eligible, food stamp benefits are paid from

the date of application. Prior.to the requirement to prorate the initial month's benefits,

FSP participants received a full month_J allotment even if they applied near the end of

the month. Under the new rules, the amount of an applicant's initial month's benefits [s

now dependent on the date the application is filed. Effectively, every day that passes

from the first of the month untii an application is filed reduces the applicant's initial

month's benefits by 1/30.

The proration requirement, which was implemented on October 1, 1981, was expected to

help restrain the growth of the Food Stamp Program and achieve program savings.

tLI.2 Study Objectives

This section provides an estimate of the savings that can be attributable to proration. It

also investigates whether there was a shift toward earlier aoolication dates in response

to the introduction of the proration requirement. It was of interest to investigate

whether applicants responded to the administrative change by altering their application

par'terns. Such behavioral change would reduce the doUar saving._ originally anticipated

from the proration provision.

I The proration provisions were legislated as part of the 1981 Omnibus Budget
Reconciliation Act - Public Law 97-35. These regulations were published as an Interim
rule in the Federal ReRister, Vol. t_6, No. 172, on Friday, September t_, 1981 and as a fi_i
rule (with minor revisions) in Vol. _7, No. 9t_, on Friday, May It_, 1982. The proration
provisions based on the Interim rule were to be implemented no later than October I,
1981. The provisions as modified in the final rule were to be implemented upon
publication (May IA, 1982).
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O.1.3 Mefi'xxJolog7

The investigationof prorationwas addressedinthisstudy of exl_editedservicebecause

both provisionsdirectlyaffectapplicantsto the Food Stamp Program. q'heexpedited

servicestudywas specL(icallydesignedtocoUect new dataon a nationallyrepresentative

sample of food stamp applicantsand thus was alsowail suitedto study the proration

provision.

The analysesin thissectionused the 19gl - 1956 casefilesample data collectedforthe

study of expedited servicein the Food stamp Program. The findingsare based on

estimatesof the number of applicanthouseholdsfrom a systematic random sample of

25,752casefilesfrom a stratifiedrandom sample of sixtylocalfood staml3offices.The

characteristicsof applicanthouseholds(e.g.,applicationdateand benefitamount) came

from a random subsample of 5,25t_of those casefilesfrom the sixtylocalfood stamp

offices. The _etailsof the sampling and data collectionapproach are describedin

SectionOne and Appendix A.

_.2 ESTIMATED DOLLAR. SAVINGS

O.2. t Total Savings

The doUar savings associated with the introduction of the proration provision were

substantial. These savings are estimated to be approximately $377 million in Fiscal Year

1952, and $661 million in Fiscal Year I953.

4.2.2 Estimation Procedures

Estimates of dollar savings were calculated on the basis of four pieces of information:

(1) the distribution of applications across days of the month; (23 the monthly benefit

amount issued to applicant households; (3) the unduplicated number of different

households that applied for and received food stamps during a given year; and (q) the

average number of new openings of different food stamp households over the course of a
year.

o Distri__._.._bbutionof Applications. The distributionof food stamp aDpJicationsacross

days cz :he month among cases opened between October 1981and ,_ay 198_ is



shown in Exhibit D-l. As can be seen, there was some tendency for a higher

number of applications during the early part of the month; 35.9% of new

applications were made during the first ten days of the month while 26.1% were

made during the last ten days, and 12.7% of new applications were made in the

first three days. On the whole, however, applications for new cases were fairly

well distributed across the course of the month. (This is in contrast to

recertification activity which peaks during the first week of each month.) The

distribution of the application dates was very similar in Fiscal Year 1982 and in

Fiscal Year 1983. The mean application date for new application cases was lq.3

days into the month during Fiscal Year 1982, and I_.$ days into the month

during Fiscal Year 1983.

o Monthly Coupon Allotment Amount. The average monthly coupon allotment for

applicant households that were approved to receive food stamps was $122.76 in

Fiscal Year 1983 and $113._2 in Fiscal Year 1952. The daily benefit in FY'g3 was

$_.00 ($122.76/30.0 days), so that each new applicant household (applying 1_.8 days

after the s-tart of the month) would have received $59.79 more in coupons if the

prorationprovisionhad not been in effect.

o Number of Different Applicant Households Who Received Food Stamps. It was

estimated that nationally 6,318_000 different households applied for and

received food stamps in FY'S). (In F¥'82 it was estimated that 6,_23,000

different households applied for and received food stamps.)

o Multiple Spells of Participation. Savings due to proration are a function of the

number of openings during the course of a year. During FY'S3 applicant

households in the sample had an average of 1.22 openings during the course of

the year. Hence, it is estimated that there were a total of about 7,708,000

openings during FY'S3 (6,318_000 different households x 1.22 openings). During

FY'S2 applicant households had an average of 1.10 openings so that total

openings were about 7_065,000.

o Calculation of Savings. The estimation of savings attributable to proration was

calculated by multiplying daily coupon allotment by the average delay in

application date to estimate the average savings for each opening -- the amount

of the coupon allotment that would have been )_ranted had benefits been paid
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from the first of the month. Average savings per opening were then muit._lied

by the total number of openings during the fiscal year to estimate total dollar

savings attributable to the proration provision. [n total, then, [t was estimated

that the implementation of the proration provision saved aoproximately $377

million in FY'_2 and $_61 million in FY'S3. 2

Savings were calculated in the following manner;

FY'82 FY'S3

Step One: Calculation of Average Savings

Mean Delay before Filing Application t_.3 days 1_.8 davs

DailyCoupon AUotment x $3.73 x S4.0_

SAVllqGS PER OPENING $53.3z_ $59.79

Step Two: Estimation of Tota4 Openings

National estimate of the approved undupIicated

total of applicant households 6,_23,000 6,318,000

Mean Openings during the Fiscal Year x [. 10 x 1.22

TOTAL OPENINGS IN THEFISCAL YEAR 7,065,000 7,708,000

x S5'!.3_ x 559.79

ESTIMATED TOTAL SAVINGS $376,g60,000 $A_;0,g60,000

2The sampling approach used in this study, which took a large number o( casefi[es from a
relatively small number of offices, yielded fairly precise national estimates about mean
household characteristics. The estimates for application date (S.E. = 0.27), monthly
benefit amount (S.__.= $3.6/), and average savinl_s l_er ooeninl_ (S.E. = $l.931 were
relatively precise. (Hence, these estimates might be reasonably apolJed to other national
data on number of FSP openings.) Estimates of totals, however, require considerably
lar[er sample sizes than estimates of mean values to reach the same level of relative
precision. This fact, coupled with the constraint of clusterin_ within iust 60 local food
stamp offices, meant that the estimate for the total number of openings ¢S.E. = _31,000_
was less precise. Accordingly, the true savin§s accounted for due to proration were
estimated (at a .05 confidence level) to lie between 8355 million and $565 million in
FY'g3.

D-5



_.3 SHIFTS IN APPLICATION

We investigatedwhether there might have been a shiftin applicationdates that would

have reduced the dollar savings attributableto the introductionof proration. Such a

shift might have come about if applicants began to apply earlier in the month after the

introductionof proration,since every day of additionaldelay would mean the lossof a

day'sbenefits.This study didnot collectdata from a representativesample of applicants

prior to 1981, and so cannot definitivelyassess whether there was a shiftfrom the

pattern of applicationdates prior to 1981. However, the evidence that is available

argues againstsuch a shift.

_.3.1 Changes Over Time

There was no evidence that the distribution of applications across days of the month

changed over the course of the study. In the sixteen months from October 19gl through

3anuary 1983 the mean date of application was 14.6 days into the month; and in the

second half of this study period the mean application date was 14.5 days into the month.

Nor did there appear to be evidence for a trend inthe four month intervalsfollowingthe

implementation of the proration requirement. For instance, between February and _4ay

19B2, the average applicationoccurred 13.9 days into the month compared to !4.1 days

intothe month between February and May [983 and between February and May [98_.

_.3.2 Changes in Households Tlth Multiple Spells of Participation

Households with More than One OpeninA. We examined the possibilitythat a shifttoward

earlierapplicationsmight have occurred among households who had more than one spell

of participation.Such households might have learned from experience that benefitswere

prorated,and thus might have applied earlierin the month the next time they needed

food stamps. The evidence,however, did not support this. Approximately forty percent

of sampled households had more than one spellof participation.In thisgroup the mean

opening date of the latestspellwas 13.2 days into the month: the mean opening date of

the previous spell of participation was 13.3 days into the month. Hence, these households

didnot appear to have changed theirbehavior by aoplyingearlierinthe month.
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Households with OpeninKs Before and After the Implementation of Proration.

Approximately fifteen percent of households with a spel! of FSP participation after

October 1981 also had a spell of participation that opened in 1979 or 1980, before the

implementation of proration. There was no shift amon_ these households toward earlier

applications foUowin§ the introduction of proration. The mean application date of these

households was 13.0 days into the month for the spell that opened in [979 - [980, and

13.9 days into the month for the spell from which casefiJe data was abstracted between

October 1981 and May 198q. The evidence suggests that there was no shift in application

dates in response to the introduction of the proration provision.
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